William Donald Peterson II v. Robert G. Mouritsen, John P. Sampson, and John McSweeney 1st Action-Defendant, and v. MAC Industries, Utah Corp #118115 2nd Action-Defendant, William Donald Peterson II, president and principal stock owner and founder and John J. McSweeney, rival president alleging minority stock ownership : Brief of Appellant by Utah Supreme Court
Brigham Young University Law School
BYU Law Digital Commons
Utah Supreme Court Briefs
1991
William Donald Peterson II v. Robert G.
Mouritsen, John P. Sampson, and John McSweeney
1st Action-Defendant, and v. MAC Industries, Utah
Corp #118115 2nd Action-Defendant, William
Donald Peterson II, president and principal stock
owner and founder and John J. McSweeney, rival
president alleging minority stock ownership : Brief
of Appellant
Utah Supreme Court
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.law.byu.edu/byu_sc1
Part of the Law Commons
Original Brief Submitted to the Utah Supreme Court; digitized by the Howard W. Hunter Law
Library, J. Reuben Clark Law School, Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah; machine-generated
OCR, may contain errors.
William D. Peterson, II; Plaintiff/Appellant, Pro Se.
John P. Sampson; C. DeMont Judd, Jr.; Attorneys at Law
This Brief of Appellant is brought to you for free and open access by BYU Law Digital Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in Utah Supreme
Court Briefs by an authorized administrator of BYU Law Digital Commons. Policies regarding these Utah briefs are available at
http://digitalcommons.law.byu.edu/utah_court_briefs/policies.html. Please contact the Repository Manager at hunterlawlibrary@byu.edu with
questions or feedback.
Recommended Citation
Brief of Appellant, Peterson v. Mouritsen, No. 910333.00 (Utah Supreme Court, 1991).
https://digitalcommons.law.byu.edu/byu_sc1/3623
IN THE SUPREME COURT IN AND FOR THE STATE OF UTAH 
WILLIAM DONALD PETERSON II 
Plaintiff 
-vs-
Robert G. Mouritsen, John P. 
Sampson, and John McSweeney 
1st Action - Defendants 
-and vs-
MAC Industries, Utah Corp #118115 
2nd Action - Defendant 
William Donald Peterson II 
president & principal stock owner 
and founder 
& 
John J, McSweeney, rival president 
alleging minority stock ownership 
BRIEF OF APPELLANT 
On Appeal from the Third Judicial District 
Court of Salt Lake County, State of Utah 
The Honorable Pat B. Brian, Judge 
ivil No. 900905733PR 
William D. Peterson II 
9174 Quail Hollow Drive 
Sandy, Utah 84093 
Plaintiff/Appellant, pro se 
Phone 942-5805 
was 1444 Murphy Lane 
SLC, Ut 84106 
485-9011 
Defendant's and attorney's address 
John P. Sampson & C. DeMont Judd, Jr. 
Attorneys at Law 
2650 Washington Blvd., Suite 102 
Ogden, Utah 84401 _„ „ „ 
f~ 8 L E D 
Ref Supreme Court No. 900498, 
from Civil No. 900901098 Judge Young J UN 4 J99J 
1
 CLERK SUPREME COURT 
UTAH 
Supreme Court No. 910079 
92-0353-*" 
IN THE SUPREME COURT IN AND FOR THE STATE OF UTAH 
WILLIAM DONALD PETERSON II 
Plaintiff 
-vs-
Robert G. Mouritsen, John P. 
Sampson, and John McSweeney 
1st Action - Defendants 
-and vs-
MAC Industries, Utah Corp #118115 
2nd Action - Defendant 
William Donald Peterson II 
president & principal stock owner 
and founder 
& 
John J. McSweeney, rival president 
alleging minority stock ownership 
Supreme Court No. 910079 
BRIEF OF APPELLANT 
On Appeal from the Third Judicial District 
Court of Salt Lake County, State of Utah 
The Honorable Pat B. Brian, Judge 
Civil No. 900905733PR 
William D. Peterson II 
9174 Quail Hollow Drive 
Sandy, Utah 84093 
Plaintiff/Appellant, pro se 
Phone 942-5805 
was 1444 Murphy Lane 
SLC, Ut 84106 
485-9011 
Defendant's and attorney's address 
John P. Sampson & C. DeMont Judd, Jr. 
Attorneys at Law 
2650 Washington Blvd., Suite 102 
Ogden, Utah 84401 
Ref Supreme Court No. 900498, 
from Civil No. 900901098 Judge Young 
1 
1.0 PARTIES TO THE APPEAL 
1.1 Plaintiff: William D. Peterson II, pro se - Sandy Utah 
1.2 Defendants: 
a) Robert G. Mouritsen - Kaysville, Utah 
b) John McSweeney - Holladay, Utah 
c) Attorney John P. Sampson - plaintiff Peterson's "Assigned 
Attorney", C. DeMont Judd, Jr. Attorney - Defendants 
Attorney 
d) Utah Corporation No. 118115, founded by the plaintiff as 
Riverside Machine and Fabrication Co. Renamed by defendants Mouritsen 
and McSweeney as MAC INDUSTRIES. Mr. Peterson purports ownership as 
original founder, president and that he has never offered or given 
rights or ownership to Mouritsen and McSweeney. Mr. Mouritsen and 
McSweeney apparently purport rights by making themselves officers in 
Peterson's Corporation then issuing themselves stock. 
1*3 Other - "Assigned Attorney" defendant attorney John P. Sampson 
was a total stranger to plaintiff Peterson when religion counselor 
defendant Robert Mouritsen, with plaintiff's then wife Linda, asserted 
that attorney Sampson was to be Peterson's counsel in all existing and 
future legal matters. It is now believed that defendant Sampson was 
then in conflictive interest in his representation of Peterson since 
attorney Sampson was then and continued to be under order from and 
representative of Peterson's opponent, defendant Mouritsen. 
In Utah's Division of Corporations, the defendants have 
filed themselves as officers of Utah Corp. #118115. Attorney Van 
Alstyne for the State of Utah told Peterson that anyone at anytime can 
come to his division and file themselves as officers and directors of 
any corporation on file in the state of Utah. With affidavit, 
Peterson refiled his officers. Representing Peterson, attorney 
Sampson fraudulently wrote and told Director Van Alstyne that Peterson 
intended otherwise and with his intercession, Director Van Alstyne 
removed Mr. Peterson's filings. 
State Attorney Van Alstyne had no basis for removing 
Peterson's filed documents. Mr. Van Alstyne's operation of Utah's 
Corporations and Commercial Code Division allowed the invasion of 
others into and over Peterson's business. Attorney Peter Van Alstyne* 
intervened and canceled defendant's proper and lawful filings of his 
business posturing Peterson's company for a fraudulent takeover, 
allowable and possible because of unlawful actions and bad operation 
code of the (The State of Utah) regulation division. Peterson has 
brought suit against the State of Utah for this damaging action, ref 
900498. 
On January 3, 1991, the Screening Panel of the Ethics and 
Discipline Committee of the Utah State Bar voted to admonish Mr. 
Sampson for his conflictive representations of Peterson. Mr. Peterson 
seeks damages and disbarment of attorney Sampson. 
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TABLE OF AUTHORITIES 
3.0 TABLE OF AUTHORITIES - cases alphabetically, rules, statutes, and 
other with references to the pages of the brief where they are 
cited: 
3.1 Constitutional Authorities 
3.1.1 ARTICLE IV of the U.S. Constitution - shall have the right to 
be secure in his persons, paper, and effects, against 
unreasonable searches and seizures. 
3.1.2 ARTICLE V of the U.S. Constitution - shall not be deprived of 
his property and rents of his properties without due process 
of law. 
3.1.3 Article VII of the U.S. Constitution - rights for trial and 
judgment by jury which are preserved. 
3.2 Federal Law Authority - Fed.R.Civil P 8(c). DURESS is a defense to 
a civil action. 
3.3 State Law Authorities 
3.3.1 Article XII, Section 4. of the Constitution of the State of 
Utah rights to sue EVEN "his" corporation #118115 to clarify 
ownership pg 12 
3.3.2 Sections 78-51-31 conflictive representation of an Attorney 
pgs 15,16 
3.3.3 Section 78-51-33 proof of right to represent Corp #118115 
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pgs 15,16 
4 FRAUD, citing Pace vs, Parish Utah 247 p.2d 273, 1952, Supreme 
Court of Utah, pg 11 
5 CIVIL CONSPIRACY, citing Isreal Pagan Estate vs. Capitol 
Thrift and Loan, Utah 771 p.2d 1032, 1989, Supreme Court of 
Utah. 
6 TORTIOUS INTERFERENCE WITH CONTRACTUAL RELATIONS, citing Leigh 
vs Isom, Utah, 657 P.2d 293, 1982, Supreme Court of Utah. 
Corporate Meetings and Records 
1 A meeting cannot be legally called by a subordinate officer or 
agent; Jackson v. Dillehay, 209 Ark, 192 SW2s 354. pgs 11,13 
2 Minutes not written instruments, merely written record; 
Colorado Management Corp v. American Founders Life Ins. Co. of 
Denver 145 Co 413, 359 P2d 665. pgs 9,12,14 
3 Corporate records are not admissible without proof of genuine-
ness; Baush Mach. Tool Co. v. Aluminum Co. of America 79 F2d 
217. pg 14 
Duress 
1 Duress - threat, coercion, or improper pressure to induce: 
Head v. Gadsden Civil Service Bd., Ala.Civ.App., 389 So.2d 
516,519 pgs. 11,13,23,24 
2 Duress - compelling to go against will; Haumont v. Security 
State Bank, 220 Neb. 809 374 N.W.2d 2,6. pgs 7,11,13,14 
3 Duress - inducement by wrongful act or threat; Hyde v. Lewis, 
25 111.App.3d 495, 323 N.E2d 533,537; Williams v. Rentz 
Banking Co., 112 Ga.App.384 145 S.E.2d 256, 258.pgsll,13,23,24 
4 Duress - Economic Duress or So-Called "Business Compulsion"; 
Sistrom v. Anderson, 51 Cal App 2d 213,124 P2d 372; Steffen v. 
Refrigeration Discount Corp. 91 Cal App 2d 494, 205 P2d 727; 
Balling v. Finch, 203 Cal App 2d 413, 21 Cal Rptr 490; 
Furnish V. Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 262 F2d 727 (CCA 
9); Gill v. s. H. B. Corp. 322 Mich 700, 34 NW2d 526, 7 ALR2d 
252; Woodside Homes, Inc. v. Town of Momstown, 26 NJ 529 
141 A2d 8; Fischer v. Richard Gill Y Co. (Tex Civ App) 253 
SW2d 915. pgs 12 
5 Duress - threatened injury to business or to means of earning 
a livelihood; (right of rescission) United States v. 
Ellsworth, 101 US 170, 25 L Ed 862; cf United States v. 
Edmonston, 181 US 500, 45-1, Ed 971, 21 S Ct 718; Snyder v. 
Rosenbaum, 215 US 261, 54 L Ed 186, 30 S Ct 73. pgs 8,9,12,13 
5 
6 Economic Duress; (wrongful or unlawful act or threat) 
Fruhauf Southwest Garment Co. v. United States, 111 F Supp 
945,126 Ct Cl 51. Thompson Crane & Trucking Co. v. Eyman, 123 
Cal App 2d 904, 267 P2d 1043; Fowler V. Mumford, 48 Del 282, 
102 A2d 53 5; Inland Empire Refineries, Inc. v. Jones, 69 Idaho 
335, 2065 P2d 519;... pgs 12,13 
7 Duress - Forcibly Guiding; Fairbanks v. Snow. 145 Mass 153, 
13 NE 596; McCoy v James T, McMahon Const. Co. (Mo) 216 SW 
770; Taylor v. Russell, 258 AD 305, 16 NYS2d 388 citing text; 
Sheppard v. Frank, 307 Pa 372 161 A 304. Rest. Contracts # 494 
(b) Illus 2. pgs 13,14,19 
8 Duress - Not Knowing - (the transaction is void); Atwood v. 
Atwood, 84 Conn 169, 79 A 59; Blinder v. Monaghan, 171 Md 77, 
188 A 31; Bushnell v. Loomis, 234 Mo 371, 137 SW 257, 36 LRA 
NS 1029; Cf Atkinson Paving Co. v. Edwards, 192 Ark 961, 96 
SW2d 954; Rosenberg v. Doe, 148 Mass 560, 20 NE 176; Rest 
Contracts # 494 (a) and Illus 1. Supra # 1488. 
pgs 8,9,11,12,19,26,27 
9 Duress - as when Fraud is Exercised; Royal v. Goss, 154 Ala 
117, 121, 45 S 231; Fairbanks v. Snow, 145 Mass 153, 13 Ne 
596; Randolph v. Lewis, 196 NC 51, 144 SE 545, 62 ALR 1474, 
quoting text; Cal Civ Code #1566; "Consent which is not free 
is, nevertheless, not absolutely void, but may be rescinded." 
pgs 8,11,13,14,24 
10 Duress - To Threaten to Injure Third Person; Tallmadge v 
Robinson, 158 Oh St 333, 49 Oh Ops 206, 109 NE2d 
496; Foley v Greene, 14 RI 618; Meylink v 
Minnehaha Co-op, Oil Co. 66 SD 351~ 283 NO 161; 
Gorringe v Reed, 23 Utah 120, 63 P 902; City 
National Bank v Kusworm, 88 Wis 188, 59 NW 564. 
pgs 11,14,15,25 
Unjust Enrichment - One person should not be permitted unjustly to 
enrich himself at expense of another, but should be required 
to make restitution of or for property of benefits received; 
Tulalip Shores, Inc. v. Mortland, 9 Wash. App. 271, 511 P.2d 
1402,1404. Unjust enrichment of a person occurs when he has 
and retains money or benefits which in justice and equity 
belong to another. L & A Drywall, Inc. v. Whitmore Const. 
Co., Inc., Utah, 608 P.2d 626,630. Three elements to sustain 
unjust enrichment: A benefit conferred, a knowledge by the 
recipient of the benefit, retention by the recipient of the 
benefit under such circumstances at to make it inequitable for 
the recipient to retain the benefit without the payment of its 
value. Everhart v. Miles, 47 Md.App. 131,136,422, A.2d 28. 
pgs 9,26 
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4.0 JURISDICTION OF THE SUPREME COURT 
Jurisdiction to hear this appeal is conferred on this court by 
Utah Code Annotated, 1953, Sec 78-2-2, subsections (1) and (3)(c) 
discipline of lawyers, and (3)(i) decrees of court. 
The appellant has filed a related docketing Pursuant to the 
provisions of Rule 9 of the Utah Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
5.0 ISSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEW 
5.1 The plaintiff's rights are at issue in the businesses he 
founded and built, vs. Robert Mouritsen and defendants rights in 
the same entities. Plaintiff Peterson maintains that the 
defendants have intruded into Peterson's affairs, using the 
advantages of his position as religious counsel to Petersons, and 
have fraudulently taken, converted, caused duress and stresses, 
defamed the plaintiff, and caused great damage and losses. 
Entities having rights at issue include: 
5.1.1 Wm Peterson personally, - Mouritsen & Sampson as his counsel 
5.1.2 Wm Peterson family trust, - Mouritsen & Sampson as counsel 
5.1.3 Utah Corp No. 118115, - Mouritsen & Sampson as counsel 
5.1.4 PEMCO Inc. - Mouritsen & Sampson as counsel 
5.1.5 Best American Cellulose Inc. - Mouritsen & Sampson as 
counsel 
5.2 STANDARD OF APPELLANT REVIEW 
5.2.1 Purported basis of transaction - The plaintiff owned 
and operated a manufacturing company employing up to 65 persons, 
approximately one dozen persons at this time, having inventories, 
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work in process, and receivables worth at least $0.1 million. In 
advising the owner to help his business and family, family 
religious instructor apparently had conflictive "Assigned Attorney" 
Sampson prepare (bogus) company meeting minutes wherein Petersons 
would transfer $.75 million in manufacturing real-estate and $.75 
million in manufacturing tools to a family trust. These assets 
were then to be transferred to Peterson's business. In a purposed 
directors meeting the business with the assets were to be then 
(fraudulently) declared of zero value and then to be divided 
equally among three owners, two of which were; the defendants 
Mouritsen and McSweeney. This was to culminate at a combined owner 
and directors' meeting unlawfully called by the defendants and 
excluding the owner Peterson. Peterson refused. (See ADDENDUM 
20.1) 
Since then, after much Peterson questioning of the defendants, 
Peterson has still been kept in duress "not knowing" about the 
defendant's apparent proposal instruments, and in duress 
threatening his means of earning a livelihood. In reality, the 
defendants have never made an offer to involve them in Peterson's 
business. If any relationship agreement had ever been reached, 
Peterson would required it rescinded with the combined duress and 
fraud being brought against him; see Royal v. Goss, 154 Ala 117, 
121, 45 S 231. (See SECTION 28.0) 
Peterson had another roughly $3 million of cellulose plants in 
inventories of Best American Corp. and $.25 million in a receivable 
to PEMCO Corp. which the defendants have apparently sold in 
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conversion but they have never purported any way for rights in 
these corporations. In all a total net value to Petersons of $6.2 
million is represented and is being stolen by an invasion of the 
defendants• 
5.2.2 Supporting Authority References 
The owner Peterson maintained that the proposed transaction 
was fraudulent, illegal, and a "not knowing" form of duress upon 
him invalidated any agreement which might have arisen. By law, 
corporate minutes are not written instruments, merely written 
record; Colorado Management Corp v. American Founders Life Ins. 
Co. of Denver 145 Co 413, 359 P2d 665. (See SECTION 3.4.2) In 
this case, the written minutes were bogus since they were made 
before the fact. In fact, for a meeting which was never held. 
The defendants have since maintained that they have a verbal 
agreement with plaintiff Peterson, which assertion is a fraudulent, 
and an impossible fabrication. Peterson balked, the meeting was 
never held. Still the defendant maintain that a verbal transaction 
occurred and that they have ownership in Peterson's assets. 
Peterson knows of no verbal agreement, or a written one. On 
the contrary, with questioning, Peterson continually got the run 
around from the defendants and was repeatedly told only of how 
wonderful Robert Mouritsen was, that he loved Peterson and that he 
would certainly never do Peterson harm. Contrary to this, for the 
last five years Robert Mouritsen - the Peterson family religion 
instructor - has kept himself on the good side of Peterson's then 
wife Linda, yet has caused and maintained duress and contention in 
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Peterson's family and home, solely to steal the family assets. 
For the defendants to obtain ownership and rights which they 
have purported to have done, it would require* corporate meetings 
from which there should be a written record, i.e. minutes. To have 
such a meeting for Riverside Machine and Fabrication, Pence, and 
Best American Cellulose, Peterson should know of them and should 
have had involvement, and been present. Since Peterson is the sole 
owner and president of each corporation, his voting consent would 
have been required in each instance. For the* defendants to 
maintaining that there is a verbal agreement between them and 
Peterson is a fraudulent fabrication, and the defendants have 
perjured themselves in the court. 
5.2.2 Relationship Needs and Wants: Admittedly, Peterson an 
engineer, needed accounting, management, and legal help for his 
companies. Mouritsen wanted management work* With their mutual 
involvement in church studies, Peterson's then wife Linda wanted 
Mouritsen's involvement in Peterson's business. Transfers of 
properties as purported by Mouritsen's bogus business minutes were 
not wanted by plaintiff Peterson. 
5.2.2 No Contractual Relationship: While Peterson was looking 
for a business proposal from Mouritsen, MourLtsen instead was 
writing bogus corporate meeting instruments for manipulations of 
Peterson's properties, assets, and corporate officers to give 
himself directorship and control. It was later learned that 
Mouritsen was using attorney Sampson in a conflicting position for 
these writings. Peterson did not know Mouritsen's doings, his 
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intentions, and the source of these bogus documents. Peterson 
greatly objecting to their writings and their advanced preparations 
of business meetings. This confrontation of taking his business 
put Peterson under substantial duress of (not knowing). When 
Peterson objected to Mouritsen assertions, later, attorney Sampson 
would call Peterson at home making retaliatory demands and 
perpetuating pressure. Sampson exerted threats and duress directly 
upon Peterson, but he also never explained what they were doing. 
5.2.3 To this day, Peterson has had no proposal for a 
relationship from either Mouritsen, Sampson or McSweeney as to what 
they indent to have as relationship with Peterson. Until their 
answer to interrogatories a year ago, Peterson did not know Sampson 
had written the proposed minutes which Peterson soundly objected 
to. There is no written or verbal agreement between Peterson and 
the defendants. In the writings of the defendants to the Utah Bar, 
the defendants purported that a verbal agreement exists. Peterson 
does not agree, but if there was such an agreement, what would it 
be?????. The only position that the defendants have maintained is 
the illegal fraudulent proposition that, by their bogus minutes 
they declared the value of Peterson's assets to be zero so that 
they could be taken for nothing. But then there is no agreement 
with the defendants where even this could be done. Peterson knows 
of no other relationship being purported. 
Peterson's "Not Knowing" and "Not Being Told" constitutes a 
position of duress upon him virtually making any transaction void, 
Ref Atwood v. Atwood, Blinder v. Monaqhan, and Bushnell v. Loomis, 
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Cf Atkinson Paving Co. v. Edwards, Rosenberg v. Doe, Rest Contracts-
# 494 (a) and Ulus 1. Supra # 1488. (See SECTION 27.0) 
As the Peterson's respected religious counselor, Mouritsen and 
his colleges have intruded into Peterson's family causing its 
destruction in order to take from Peterson his life long business 
developments and assets. Combining Peterson's "business duress" -
operating his business and living without an income due to not 
being paid for Argee/State work, with Mouritsen's "Not Knowing 
Duress" - his intentions with Peterson's business - combined with 
"third Party Duress" against Peterson's family, has ruined 
Peterson's marriage, home, and family. 
For many masons given, a relationship as purported by the 
mysterious bogus minutes is illegal. 
5.2.3 STANDARD OF APPELLANT REVIEW By order to show cause, 
Peterson has demanded that the defendants show their rights in the 
entities of Peterson above. In response to plaintiff's order to 
show cause, the defendants showed no contractual relationship 
between them and Peterson. Contrary to this, the defendants 
attorney declared to the court that the plaintiff was suing 
himself. No legal relationship appears to exist whereby the 
defendants have obtained any rights or assets from the Petersons' 
or their businesses. In view of this and other supporting 
information incLuded, the plaintiff asks that the Supreme Court to 
acknowledge that the defendants have no rights to the entities of 
Petersons; and Furthermore, that the court order that the 
defendants leave Petersons businesses and properties, and that the 
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defendants pay to Peterson's their losses - the costs of occupancy, 
costs of usage, costs of conversions, and costs of damages to the 
Petersons1 businesses and their family, 
5.2.4 SUPPORTING AUTHORITY 
Contracts require - agreement, meeting of minds, must be legal, 
mutual considerations, cannot have fraud or duress. 
6.0 PERTINENT LAW & STATUTE PROVISIONS 
6.1 Defendants threatened corporate officers with duress by 
writing bogus corporate minutes. 
As his advisors, Sampson as his attorney, it may be reasonable 
for the defendants to suggest an agenda for a corporate meeting, 
even suggesting alternative solutions to problems. But for the 
defendants, with attorney Sampson, to prepare advanced minutes for 
a meeting in which they have no business or authority, and for the 
defendants to even suggest that the directors and plaintiff owner 
sign such a document is absolutely undue duress and influence on 
the directors and owner by his advisors and or his attorney. 
Fairbanks v. Snow. 145 Mass 153, 13 NE 596. (See Addendum Section 
26.0 Duress - Forcibly Guiding) 
6.2 The Calling of a Corporate Meeting is Limited 
Mouritsen and his advisors including Sampson cannot call, 
hold, or participate in a Peterson-owned business corporate meeting 
without being given rights to do so. Jackson v. Dillehay, 209 Ark, 
192 SW2s 354. (See Section 23.1 Calling of a Corporate Meeting). 
Peterson has never invited or called any of the defendants to 
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participate in a corporate meeting of any of his businesses. 
6.3 Corporate meeting minutes are not written instruments. 
The usage of minutes of a corporate meeting as instruments to 
transfer ownership is a misuse* Colorado Management Corp v. 
American Founders Life Ins. Co. of Denver 145 Co 413, 359 P2d 665. 
(See Section 23.2 Minutes are not written Instruments) 
6.4 Bogus Corporate Minutes 
The defendants' making of advance written corporate minutes 
written by one not having authority to do so for a corporate 
meeting is the creation of an bogus, illegal, and fraudulent, and 
unlawful document, and its delivery to Peterson for his inducement 
to act to make and enforce an agreement is duress. Head v. Gadsden 
Civil Service Bd., Ala.Civ.App., 389 So.2d 516,519 - (See Section 
24.1 Unlawful Coercion). Haumont v. Security State Bank, 220 Neb. 
809 374 N.W.2d 2,6 - (See Section 24.2 Pressure or constraint as 
compels) . Hyde v. Lewis, 25 111.App.3d 495, 323 N.E2d 533,537, --
(See Section 24.3 Inducement by a wrongful act). Royal v. Goss, 
154 Ala 117, 121, 45 S 231, -(See Section 28.0 Duress when fraud is 
exercised) 
6.5 Duress conveyed via Third Persons 
The defendants1 making of advanced fraudulent business meeting 
minutes and then delivering them to other officers and directors 
other than Peterson is inducement by the defendants as in 6.1 to 
6.4 above, and constitutes threat and duress against Peterson. 
This third party pressure against the other officers and directors 
was done with the intent of the defendants to thereby procure a 
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benefit from Peterson. The defendants did have an effect to 
procure advantage from Peterson especially in the conveyance of the 
bogus minutes to Peterson's then wife Linda. This third party 
pressure translates to "third party duress" on Peterson. Tallmadge 
v Robinson, 158 Oh St 333, 49 Oh Ops 206, 109 NE2d 496 - (See 
Section 29.2 Duress conveyed via Third Persons) 
7.0 STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
7.1 Representation of Owner and Companies 
In a relationship between parties the same attorney cannot be 
representing both parties. 
In the immediate matter the "Assigned Attorney" John Sampson 
has represented both Mouritsen and Peterson and additionally has 
also represented Peterson's company Riverside Machine and 
Fabrication Inc. Also, records show that attorney Sampson has 
represented PEMCO (Product Engineering and Manufacturing Inc), and 
(Best American Cellulose Inc), all three corporations formed, 
founded, and owned solely by the plaintiff William D. Peterson. 
Peterson did not know and understand that attorney Sampson was at 
the same time conflictivly representing both sides, 78-51-31 & 33. 
Sampson was thrust by the defendants between Peterson and his 
attorney Richard Davis in the PEMCO vs. ARGEE matter; where in, the 
defendants had absolutely no rights. The defendants with attorney 
Sampson purported rights that they did not have. Attorney Sampson 
robed from Peterson and PEMCO of their receivable and their 
Constitutional rights of a trial in court. In his conflictive 
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representation and purporting of rights he did not have, court 
records show that attorney Sampson deceived Judge Jenkins. 
In this matter, when Peterson objected - Peterson's wife was 
also always threatening - the defendants promised that they would 
show Peterson that they did have rights to intervene, but never 
did. Sampson is guilty of deceit in a court, before a judge, and 
party, and per 78-51-31 should be disbarred, and should forfeit to 
Peterson treble damages. 
In the Best American Colorado lease court action, attorney 
Sampson failed to answer and Peterson received judgment against him 
in both Denver and Salt Lake. Then Sampson settled it with 
Peterson's assets, assigned the judgment to the control of the 
defendants, then they threatened and blackmailed Peterson with the 
held judgment. 
7.2 Dealing of the matter was not done with the owner Peterson 
7.2.1 Mouritsen's dealings with Riverside Machine and 
Fabrication in regards to his obtaining an interest in Peterson's 
company was flawed, in that Mouritsen did not directly deal with 
Peterson. But Mouritsen apparently was dealing with Linda 
Peterson, Peterson's children, but Mouritsen's dealings with Mr. 
Peterson was through his directives to attorney John Sampson who, 
at the time, was also Peterson's "Assigned Attorney". Attorney 
Sampson and Robert Mouritsen were apparently joint authors of 
documents of supposed agreements between entities of Peterson, 
including himself personally, his family trust, and his business 
Riverside Machine and Fabrication. These bogus fabrications by 
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them were totally out of order and representative of their 
conflictive relationship. 
7.2.2 If Robert G. Mouritsen wanted an interest in 
the ownership of Peterson business he should have made a proposal 
for obtaining an interest, which he never did. His tampering with 
corporation papers was totally off-grounds; or else, such advice 
could only be made by a dedicated consultant who could not be party 
to any such papers without being in conflict of interest. 
7.3 Basis of Mouritsen's dealings was fraudulent 
7.3.1 The basis of Mouritsen manipulations was to 
aPPly a valuation of Peterson company that it was, in total, worth 
nothing. This valuation given was not true, this valuation was a 
fraud. The basis of Mouritsen's manipulations was illegal. 
Mouritsen has never purported any other basis. 
7.3.2 Mouritsen and Sampson dealings with Riverside 
Machine and Fabrication was without basis in that they did not deal 
with the owner - Wm Peterson. Mouritsen and Sampson's game playing 
of fabricating business meeting minutes and manipulating of 
directors, supposedly making papers having the existing board of 
directors resign and making themselves directors, even issue 
themselves stock in Peterson's company was not valid in that 
Mouritsen and Sampson had no ownership or rights and they were 
never legal directors appointed or voted for by the owner. 
7.4 The defendants have intruded unlawfully into five entities of 
Peterson's 
"Assigned Attorney" Sampson has interfered, and intruded into, 
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and has had conflictive representations in five separate entities 
of Peterson's, including: 
a) Riverside Machine and Fabrication. 
b) Pemco 
c) Best American Cellulose 
d) Peterson Family Trust 
e) Peterson personally 
The conflictive workings of attorney Sampson was the last 
thing Peterson needed. As Peterson's attorney, Sampson was not 
taking direction from Peterson, but was instead taking opposing 
orders from opposition, Robert Mouritsen. Proof of this is 
evidenced by the vast papers prepared by Sampson in opposition to 
Peterson, but according to the directives of Robert Mouritsen. 
8.0 STATEMENT OF THE FACTS 
8.1 Brief Statement of Nature of the situation 
Plaintiff Peterson founded, formed, set up, funded, and built 
from the bare ground the three corporations that the defendants 
have tampered with. The defendants have purported involvement in 
Riverside Machine and Fabrication Inc. by writing advanced minutes 
of company meetings. Plaintiff Peterson is the sole owner and has 
objected and still objects to any tampering of corporation 
documents by the defendants. Plaintiff Peterson maintains that he 
or his designated directors are the only persons who have rights to 
set up meetings, hold meetings, and make minutes of meetings. This 
right has never been given to any of the defendants. The 
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defendants' actions of preparing minutes for meetings of Peterson's 
business is viewed by Peterson as duress against him personally and 
his company, and no matter how they coerced or what they purported 
to accomplish thereafter was done by duress and is unlawful and not 
valid. 
Note that it was always the Owners intentions of maintaining 
the properties secured. From the time of founding his company, 
Peterson intended that the real-estate and principal tools, 
purchased and owned personally, be held and owned personally and 
leased to the operating company. With the failings in the 
accounting operations of first Dan Barney, then obviously and 
principally by brother-in-law Russell Callister, Peterson felt it 
even more desirable to have a dedicated owner and holder of the 
family income assets. Mr. Peterson founded this family trust with 
the intent of putting in and holding indicated assets for the 
security of his family. (See ADDENDUM Section 17) The Peterson 
Family Trust was established and registered for this purpose. Mr. 
Peterson admittedly did not and does not have the knowledge to make 
such transfers. 
In the family trust itself, there is a restrictive covenants 
which disallow asset pass-throughs as purported by the defendants' 
bogus minutes, (see ADDENDUM Item 17.2) Any such attempted action 
of the General Partners would instead require the replacement of 
the General Partners. For the family trust to sell substantially 
all of its assets requires first the dissolving of the family 
trust. (Ref item (f) page 11 of trust) 
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8.2 Internal Revenues view of the purported transfer 
Recently Mr. Peterson inquired of the Internal Revenue Service 
of the legality and possibility of making such a transfer as 
purported by Mr. Mouritsen. Of this, tax specialist Mr. Alex Zazow 
of the Denver IRS office made the following statements: 
1. "What Mr. Mouritsen and "assigned attorney 
Sampson" purport to do are to transfer assets as gifts, 
which has a limitations of $10,000 without tax 
considerations. Gift taxes for values of in excess of a 
million dollars are colossal. 
2. The making of such transfers without tax 
considerations appears to be grossly unlawful. 
3. The amount of research involved to determine the 
legality of such a purported transfer is incalculable. 
4. The time quired to research such a transfer 
would be in the hundreds of hours. 
5. The time required to research such a matter would 
take 6-8, even 10 months and would require several tax 
specialists. 
6. In reality, research and determination by the 
Internal Revenue service is far beyond the scope of time and 
staff capability with something of this many dimensions. 
7. If this matter were to be researched by the IRS, 
in the equivalent time it would take to unravel the tax 
consequences, the IRS staff could help 200,000 persons 
prepare their tax returns." - end of assessment by Alex 
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Zazow. 
8•3 The defendants made great promises but no commitment 
Robert Mouritsen purported that he could do for Peterson 
what Mike Silva was doing for the Bennett companies. Mouritsen 
projected that they could make the business into a $40 million 
dollar per year business. Peterson continually accused the 
defendants of simply trying to steal the assets of the Petersons, 
.arging that they simply wanted to take his business and sell it 
off for its assets for their own personal gain. Robert Mouritsen 
would say "Oh, for Pete's sake, trust me Bill, I want to bring to 
fulfillment everything that you are attempting to do". Peterson 
hoped to get into operation the eleven cellulose manufacturing 
plants that he had. (ADDENDUM Item 22.3) He had hopes for the 
oil field "Wire Line" equipment product as well as the overland 
conveyor business. (ADDENDUM Items 22.2 & 22.1) 
Mouritsen said that if they failed to do what he projected, 
they would turn the business back to Peterson. Peterson kept 
expecting the defendants to come forth with some form of purposed 
agreement or contract, but they never did. It was not until 
sometime later that Peterson found out and realized that the 
defendants' method of involvement in his business would not 
involve a contract, but they were asserting rights and ownership 
by bogus corporation minutes and filings as officers and owners 
at Utah Office of Corporations. Peterson was very upset when he 
discovered this and continued to file himself and his officers at 
the Utah Office until Peter Van Alstyne withdrew Peterson's 
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filings because of Sampson's letter. 
If there was an oral agreement, then the defendants 
certainly failed to do what they said that they would do, i.e., 
they breached their contract.* 
8.4 Defendants mislead plaintiff purporting extraordinary 
abilities and position 
8.4.1 Mouritsen had expounded of having great virtues 
and abilities for business management, including his saying that 
he was, at that time, counseling six businesses. A business in 
California was mentioned and he also stated that he had obtained 
a multimillion dollar loan for the turkey farmers in the SanPete 
County area. Mouritsen said each of the businesses were paying 
him $3,000 per month for his counseling. That is an income of 
$18,000 per month for his counseling. It is now believed that 
what he was saying was not true but a fabrication to mislead 
Peterson into believing that Mouritsen had abilities which, in 
reality as a manager and counselor to business, he was not.* 
8.4.2 Peterson was told by the defendants that attorney 
Sampson was active in the management of FlameCo Corporation, a 
similar but highly successful business near Odgen. Peterson was 
told that in the FlameCo company organization, Mr. Sampson was 
the number two person from the top. Here again, plaintiff now 
believes that this was not true, but a fabrication to mislead 
Peterson into believing that Sampson had abilities when, in 
reality, a counsel and experience with a business he did not 
have.* 
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8•5 Mouritsen got into plaintiff as a long time religious 
instructor and giving friendly counsel to a family problem 
Robert Mouritsen was a religion instructor whose classes the 
Peterson family had paid for and regularly attended for eight 
years. Religious counselor Robert G. Mouritsen was originally 
consulted when discrepancies in accounting were discovered in 
association with Peterson's brother-in-law Russell Callister's 
work for the Peterson business. During this time, additional 
problems occurred when PEMCO was not paid for a State of Utah 
project and the company was shorted $1/4 million for doing the 
material handling work for equipment to move the Vitro tailings. 
In this period of time, the Petersons were attempting to 
survive and meet the obligations of their business. The Peterson 
income was almost nil, $7,000 per year for over two years, for a 
family of eight. Not realized at the time, but much duress was 
put on Peterson's family by Mouritsen, and when Peterson would 
not acquiesce, Mouritsen commanded and inflicted attorney Sampson 
upon Peterson - even blackmailing him. Conversely, plaintiff 
Peterson's then wife Linda was absolutely enthralled with 
Mouritsen with his religious instruction, and she felt that he 
could do no wrong. Thus, Peterson came under considerable more 
duress from his wife who was subdued by Mouritsen over her 
husband and thus she became a tool of Mouritsen to use against 
Peterson. 
The plaintiff numerously ask Mouritsen what was going on, 
and what were their intentions. He was always given the "run 
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around." After a day of argument and refusal by Peterson, 
threats of separation, at his home, in the evening, Peterson 
would get a call from Sampson opening, "I understand that you ar 
not going along with what Robert is asking you to do". Come up 
to my home and lets talk. At attorney Sampson's home, Sampson 
expounded for hours on religion and the great virtues of Robert 
Mouritsen. After which, with Peterson seated, his attorney 
placed his hands upon Peterson's head and declared great and 
numerous blessings if Peterson would just adhere to and submit t 
the demands of Mouritsen, including signing their prepared bogus 
corporate papers. This continual pressure from the defendants 
(principally his supposed attorney Sampson) was a great amount o 
duress which went on and on and on for months driving Peterson 
out of his mindii Duress - as when Fraud is Exercised; Royal 
v. Goss, 154 Ala 117, 121, 45 S 231; Fairbanks v. Snow, 145 Mass 
153, 13 Ne 596; Randolph v. Lewis, 196 NC 51, 144 SE 545, 62 ALR 
1474, quoting text; Cal Civ Code #1566; "Consent which is not 
free is, nevertheless, not absolutely void, but may be 
rescinded." (See SECTION 28.0) 
With Mr. P6*terson's continued to refusal to acknowledge the 
defendant's bogus minutes, without Peterson being told and 
without permission, Mr. Mouritsen went to the Peterson family 
home and threatened Peterson's children that their family would 
loose their business and home if their father would not adhere t 
himself and Mr. Sampson. Mr. Mouritsen told the children that 
the Internal Revenue Service and Prudential Federal Savings who 
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had loaned monies for the Denver Cellulose operation, were both 
threatening foreclosures on the business and the family home. 
This threat to the children was not true but a fabricated lie by 
Robert Mouritsen to scare Peterson's children to cry to their 
father to adhere to Mr. Mouritsen and Mr. Sampson. Again 
Mouritsen applied illegal "third party" duress against Peterson; 
Duress - To Threaten Injury to Third Person; Tallmadge v 
Robinson, 158 Oh St 333, 49 Oh Ops 206, 109 NE2d 496; Foley v 
Greene, 14 RI 618. (See SECTION 29.0) 
9.0 SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 
As an undergraduate engineer, the plaintiff took a basic law 
class taught by Edward Clyde. Herein he learned that a contract 
between parties required five fundamental conditions as follows: 
1) LEGAL - what is purported to be accomplished must be legal. 
2) MUTUAL CONSIDERATION - an equatable exchange of value must 
occur. 
3) WITHOUT DURESS - duress, force or pressure cannot be used 
against either party to make or coerce 
either party to acquiesce. 
4) MEETING OF MINDS - both sides must understand the 
transaction and there must be a mutual 
agreement between them. 
5) IN WRITING - Some transactions including the transfer of 
properties must be in writing. 




What the defendants are purporting to do is against all 
practical and business logic. They purport to have acquired the 
plaintiff's business including his personal assets of tools and 
real-estate simply by fraudulently declaring it worth nothing and 
then taking it for nothing. 
Their purposed instruments of the transaction were bogus 
minutes which cannot lawfully be used as instruments. The 
transaction involving Peterson's family trust is not possible by 
a restriction of the trust and is illegal. 
Their purposed counsel for the matter is the conflictive 
common use of the defendant's attorney John Sampson. 
Their purposed vehicle for accomplishment of the transaction 
was to appoint themselves directors of Peterson's business and 
issue themselves stock in Peterson's company, i.e. invading into 
the company without having any rights in the company. 
Their method of enforcement is deceit and duress upon all 
the members of the Peterson family. (not knowing duress) 
In summary, what the defendants purport appears to be a 
generation and perpetuating of illegal agreements between 
business founder and owner Peterson, his family trust, and his 
business. The defendants are not a party to any of these 
agreements but the defendants are attempting to perpetuate this 
agreement between entities of Peterson's to posture a fraudulent 
26 
declaration of no value, then a gift to themselves. 
11.0 CONCLUSION AND RELIEF SOUGHT 
By duress on the Peterson family, the defendants are 
attempting to enforce a bogus illegal agreement between entities 
of Peterson, an agreement of which they are not a party. 
In summary, what they purport is an unlawful intrusion into 
the Petersons' private lives and corporate affairs where they 
have no rights, using deceit and duress on the Peterson family 
and the officers of the corporation wherein attempting to obtain 
credence to their bogus corporate minute creations. 
Mr. Peterson said NO! and refused to go along with their 
bogus meeting minutes. In response to a court order to answer 
interrogatories, the defendants now maintain they have a verbal 
agreement with plaintiff Peterson for the taking of his business. 
Plaintiff Peterson does not now and never has agreed to give up 
his $6.2 million dollar business and his way of making a living 
for nothing. Plaintiff Peterson calls the defendants actions 
covert, fraud, duress, invasion, conversion, theft, and unjust 
enrichment. Furthermore, since the pattern of the defendants' 
activities apply to many entities of Peterson's, a pattern of 
racketeering is evident, likewise, the defendants are charged 
with racketeering. 
12.0 SIGNATURE 
Dated this ** day of June, 1991. 
William D. Peterson, pro se 
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13.0 MAILING CERTIFICATE 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
This is to certify that a true and correct copy of the fore 
going is being deposited with the United States Mail, first 
class, postage prepaid, in an envelope addressed to: 
C. DeMont Judd, Jr., Attorney 
2650 Washington Boulevard - Suite 102 
Odgen, Utah 84401 
. Ref: Phone (801)621-4015 
thi. _A__ Day of June, 1991. CjJL^£>0S==^ 
William D. Peterson 
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C. DeMONT JUDD, J R . ( # 1 7 6 0 ) 
Attorney for Defendants 
2650 Washington Blvd., Suite 102 
Ogden, Utah 84401 
Telephone: (801) 621-4015 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF SALT LAKE COUNTY, 
STATE OF UTAH 
-oooOooo-
WILLIAM DONALD PETERSON, II 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
ROBERT G. MOURITSEN, JOHN P. 
SAMPSON, JOHN J. McSWEENEY, 
and MAC INDUSTRIES, A Utah 
Corporation, 
Defendants. 
FINDINGS OF FACTS 
Case No.: 900905733PR 
Judge: Pat B. Brian 
oooOooo 
THIS MATTER came on f o r h e a r i n g b e f o r e t h e a b o v e 
e n t i t l e d c o u r t , t h e H o n o r a b l e P a t B. B r i a n , p r e s i d i n g ; t h e 
p l a i n t i f f be ing p e r s o n a l l y p r e s e n t , p ro s e , and t h e d e f e n d a n t s 
n o t b e i n g p e r s o n a l l y p r e s e n t bu t r e p r e s e n t e d by C. DeMout J u d d , 
J r . , t h e i r a t t o r n e y , a n d t h e C o u r t h a v i n g h e a r d t h e 
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s o t t h e p l a i n t i f f and the d e f e n d a n t , t he Cour t 
made t h e f o l l o w i n g : 
1 . Tha t t h e p l a i n t i f f had no t f o l l owed t h e Utah Ru les 
of C i v i l P r o c e d u r e . The Cour t f u r t h e r f i n d s t h a t the p l a i n t i f f 
s u e d h i m s e l f a s a p a r t y d e f e n d a n t on October 5 , 1990, and on 
Oc tobe r 1 5 , 1990 , f i l e d an Answer in which he a d m i t t e d a l l ot t h e 
a s s e r t i o n s of t h e c o m p l a i n t . Tho o u r t f i n d s tha t t he p l a i n t i f f 
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14.1.2 
FINDINGS OF FACTS 
Peterson v. Sampson, et al 
900905733 
pas sued himself, contrary to the Utah Rules of Civil Procedure 
and that such suit requires that the defendant, William D. 
IpPeterson, ill, be dismissed as a party defendant. 
2. The Court further finds that the complaint is 
unintelligable as to who is suing and who is being sued. The 
Court. 
3. The Court further finds that the complaint is 
unintelligable with reference to the alleged wrong-doing. 
4. The Court further finds that the complaint is 
deficient and does not meet the notice requirements as required 
in this jurisdiction in that he does not designate what wrong was 
done, when the wrong was done or how the wrong was done. 
5. The Court further finds the complaint deficient in 
that the facts, as presented, do not present a cause of action. 
6. That the Court finds that the tacts do not meet the 
notice requirements so that the delondants can be on notice as to 
what they wrong they are alleged to have done. 
7. That the Court finds that the compLaint does not 
state a claim upon which relief can be granted. 
8. The Court suggests to the plaintift that, if 
further action is going to be taken, plaintifC should consult 
with counsel, have the assistance of counsel. 
9. The Court further finds that il the plaintiff 




FINDINGS OF FACTS 
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B00905733 
well be sued for abusive process or malicious prosecution. 
10. That the counsel for the defendant should prepare 
petail findings of fact tor the purpose of establishing the 
court's ruling dismissing the complaint. 
Dated this / y day of February,^19^1. 
DISTRTCT COURT JUDGE 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I certify that on this ^ T V day of February, 1991, I 
mailed a true and correct copy of the foregoing first class mail 
end postage prepaid to: William D. Peterson, III, 9174 Quail 
Hollow Drive, Sandy, Utah 84093; also, % Paul E. Peterson, 1444 
Murphy's Lane, Salt Lake City, Utah 84106. 
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0 C. DeMONT JUDD, JR. ( # 1 7 6 0 ) Attorney for Defendants 
2650 Washington Blvd., Suite 102 
Ogden, Utah 84401 
Telephone: (801) 621-4015 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF SALT LAKE COUNTY, 
STATE OF UTAH 
•oooOooo-
WILLIAM DONALD PETERSON, II 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
ROBERT G. MOURITSEN, JOHN P, 
SAMPSON, JOHN J. McSWEENEY, 
and MAC INDUSTRIES, A Utah 
Corporation, 
Defendants. 
ORDER OF DISMISSAL 
Case No.: 900905733PR 
Judge: Pat B. Brian 
oooOooo 
THIS MATTER came on for hearing before the above 
entitled court, the Honorable Pat B. Brian, presiding; the 
plaintiff being personally present, pro se, and the defendants 
not being personally present but represented by C. DeMont Judd, 
Jr., their attorney, and the Court having heard the 
representations of the plaintiff and the defendant, the Court 
having filed his Findings of Fact makes the following Order: 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AJUDGED AND DECREED: 
1. That the Complaint, Civil No. 9009057J3PR, be and 
the same is dismissed. 
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R. PAUL VAN DAM 
Attorney General 
DENISE CHANCELLOR, USB #5452 
Assistant Attorney General 
MELISSA HUBBELL, USB #5090 
Assistant Attorney General 
236 State Capitol 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 
Telephone: (801) 538-1017 
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Third Judicial District 
JAN 1 5 1991 
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IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
IN AND FOR SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
William D. Peterson II, 
Plaintiff, 
v. 
Robert G. Mouritson, John P. Sampson, 
John McSweeney, and MAC Industries, 
Defendants. 
ORDER 
Civil No. 900905733PR 
Judge Pat B. Brian 
The above captioned matter came before the Court, the 
Honorable Pat B. Brian presiding, on January 7, 1991, for hearing 
on the Plaintiff's Order to the State of Utah to Show Cause. 
The plaintiff, William D. Peterson, appeared pro se, 
the defendants were represented by DeMont Judd. The State of 
Utah made a special appearance, represented by Denise Chancellor, 
asserting that the State was not a named party in this case, that 
it had not been served by any named party and that the court did 
not have jurisdiction over the State. 
The Court having heard the arguments from Ms. 
Chancellor and Mr. Peterson, and having reviewed the record 
3^  
14.3.2 
before it, now for good cause appearing, enters the following 
order: 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the State of Utah's motion to 
be excused from the proceedings in this case is granted on the 
grounds that the Court does not have jurisdiction over the State 
of Utah in this case. 
DATED this /^ day of January, 1991. 
BY THE COURT: 
JUtfGE PAT B. BRIAN 
Third District Court 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
This is to certify that a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing Order was mailed, first class, postage prepaid, to the 
following, this tf day of January, 1991: 
William D. Peterson 
9174 Quail Hollow Drive 
Sandy, Utah 84093 
DeMont Judd 
2650 Washington Bid., #102 
Ogden, Utah 84401 
Denise Chancellor 
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Third Judicial District 
JAN 1 5 1991 
C. DeMONT JUDD, JR. (#1760) 
Attorney for Defendants 
2650 Washington Blvd., Suite 102 
Ogden, Utah 84401 
Telephone: (801) 621-4015 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF SALT LAKE COUNTY, 
STATE OF UTAH 
•oooOooo-
WILLIAM DONALD PETERSON, II 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
ROBERT G. MOURITSEN, JOHN P. 
SAMPSON, JOHN J. McSWEENEY, 
and MAC INDUSTRIES, A Utah 
Corporation, 
Defendants. 
O R D E R ON MOTION TO 
DISMISS FOR FAILURE 
TO STATE A CLAIM OR IN 
THE ALTERNATIVE TO 
TRANSFER TO JUDGE 
ROKICH 
Case No.: 900905733PR 
Judge: Pat B. Brian 
oooOooo 
THIS MATTER came on for hearing before the above 
entitled court, pursuant to notice, the Honorable Pat B. Brian 
presid- -g; the plaintiff being personally present, pro se, and 
the defendants not being personally present by being represented 
by their attorney, C. DeMont Judd, Jr., and the Court having 
received the representations of the parties, with respect to the 
relative positions of the parties, and the Court having inquired 
as to whether or not the plaintiff would be willing to have the 
matter transferred to Judge Rokich, and the plaintiff having 
objected thereto, the Court suggested that the matter be 
continued until a day certain for the purpose of a hearing on the 




Peterson v. Sampson, et al. 
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pismiss. 
The d e f e n d a n t s ag reed to f i l e an Answer to the 
[Complaint in order to se t the matter a t issue for the purposes of 
phe Cour t and the Court ordered tna t the a t t o r n e y for the 
{defendants prepare th i s Order for submi'ssiray to the Court, 
n, '^ 7 fJ~ 
Dated t h i s J ^ day of D\%y0x(beff 19^07 
1
—,7 (zi*/ (S__S^wr'ttu* 
/ DISTRICTCOURTJTOGE 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I certify that on this <^jT day of Decemberf 1990, I 
bailed a true and correct copy of the foregoing first class mail 
land postage prepaid to: William D. Peterson, II, % Paul E. 




ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION 
of 
PRODUCT ENGINEERING AND MANUFACTURING COMPANY 
(Incorporated under the Laws of Utah) 
FIRST: The name of this corporation (hereinafter called the 
corporation) in Product Engineering and Manufacturing Company. 
SECOND: The corporations initial registered office and its 
principal office in the State of Utah is located at 4727 Riverside Drive, 
Murray, Utah 84107, and its initial registered agent at such address is 
William D. Peterson., 
THIRD: The nature of the business and the objects, powers, and 
purposes to be transacted, promoted, and carried on by the corporation 
are: 
1. To sell and deal in all types of material handling 
equipment and energy conversion equipment; to manufacture, 
use, buy, sell at wholesale and retail, lease, distribute 
or in any way deal in material handling equipment and 
energy conversion equipment, machines and supplies, and 
all apparatus, products and property thereto related, 
whether patented or unpatented; to manufacture, use, buy, sell 
at wholesale or retail, or otherwise deal in all materials and 
articles required in the manufacture and use of such articles, 
items, products, apparatus, and property and to undertake, 
conduct, manage, assist, promote and engage or participate 
in any kind of research or scientific research or scientific, 
experimental, design, or development work, including pure 
basic research, related or incidental to the accomplishment of 
such purposes, and to manufacture, make, print, publish, 
distribute, sell or otherwise deal in advertising material, 
brochures, literature and related items in connection with the 
sale and distribution of said items; to use, to analyze, to 





and the enumeration of specific objects, powers and purposes shall not be 
construed to restrict in any manner the general powers of the corporation, 
nor shall the expression of one thing be deemed to exclude another, 
although it be of like nature. Nothing herein contained shall be construed 
as authorizing the corporation to transact any business prohibited to 
corporations organized under the present or future laws of the State of 
Utah. 
FOURTH: The amount of the total authorized Capital Stock of the 
corporation shall be ten thousand dollars ($10,000) consisting of ten 
thousand (10,000) shares of Capital Stock all of one and the same class 
of the par value of one dollar ($1) per share. 
FIFTH: The Capital Stock, after the amount of the subscription 
price or par value has been paid in, shall be subject to no further 
assessment and the private property of the Stockholders shall not be 
subject to the payment of-the corporation's debts or obligations to any 
extent whatsoever. 
SIXTH: The Stockholders shall have no pre-emptive rights to 
acquire unissued shares of stock of the corporation. 
SEVENTH: The names and addresses of each of the incorporators 




William D. Peterson 1996 East 4675 South 
Holladay, Utah 84121 
Linda C. Peterson 1996 East 4675 South 
Holladay, Utah 84121 
Dan L. Barney 4388 Highland Dr. #22 
Salt Lake City, Utah84117 
EIGHTH: The members of the governing board of the corporation 
shall be known as Directors, and the number thereof shall be not less 
than three (3) nor more than twenty-two (22), the exact number to be 
fixed by the By-Laws of the corporation; provided that the number so fixed 
by the By-Laws may be increased or decreased within the limit above 
specified, from time to time, by amendment to the By-Laws. The election 
of Directors need not be by ballot. 
The first Board of Directors shall consist of three members. 
The names and addresses of the first Board of Directors, who shall serve 
until the holding of the first meeting of the Stockholders and until 
their successors shall have been duly elected and shall have qualified, 
are as follows: 
NAME ADDRESS 
William D. Peterson 1996 East 4675 South 
Holladay, Utah 84121 
Linda C- Peterson 1996 East 4675 South 
Holladay, Utah 84121 
Dan L. Barney 4388 Highland Dr. #22 




IN WITNESS WHEREOF, we have hereunto set our hands and"seals 
as of this ]L day of TTMXM , i * n$~ 
'V'ct£—f)6b^=~ s^,. ?&tz~j 
^ l O ^ X K ? ^ v •A 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
) ss . 
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE) 
I, (^flA(L*& Q&SVCJU , a notary public, hereby 
certify that on this /t day of 7 n a ^ Hu~ personally appeared 
before me, William D. Peterson, Linda C. Peterson, and Dan L. Barney, who 
being by me first duly sworn, severally declared, verfied and certified 
that they are the persons who signed the foregoing document as incorporators 
and that the statements therein contained are true. 
41 
My commission exp i res : M / L A ^ J U (\ JL&SVCJL-^ 
^ T ^ ' 2 ^ 7 7 Notary Public for the State of Utah 
of the Stnte c^Jtr.h on the / ^ J C / 1 , { ! ' * * ' ' ' f 
f i t ED in the office of the L'euionnnt r ,nyy1tor 1 5 » 2 
-/—~s±L~-
F I I I I I Q Cl>'ih _ Lr^^?sp 
ARTICLES OF ^^CORPORATION 
OF 
^* IOHO"5^ 
BEST AMERICAN CELLULOSE 
We, the undersigned, natural persons, each of the age 
of twenty-one years or more, acting as incorporators of a 
corporation (herinafter referred to as the Corporation) 
under the Utah Business Cbrporation Act (hereinafter referred 
to as the Act) , adopt the following Articles of Incorporation 
for such Corporation: 
ARTICLE-1 
The name of the Corporation is Best American Cellulose. 
ARTICLE II 
The Corporation shall continue in existance perpetually 
unless dissolved according to law. 
ARTICLE III 
Section A. The purpose for which the Corporation is 
organized are as follows: 
1. To engage in, carry on and operate the general 
business of collecting scrap paper products and metal waste 






The name and address of each incorporator is: 
Name Address 
William D. Peterson, 1996 E. 4675 South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84117 
Linda C. Peterson 1996 E. 4675 South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84117 
Russell D. Callister 4683 Kelly Circle 
Holladay, Utah 84117 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned, being all of the 
/XL 
incorporators designated in Article X hereof, on this (0 
day of iUlOP/vnJA^ 1983, do hereby execute these 
,Articles of Incorporation and certify to the truth of the facts 
therein stated. 
•JdL^O^ 




v "i--" r; 
i - t * ^ /i==:: 118115 
; ;i _-> i./-^:i • -• ±y> 
;s 
ARTICLES 0F INC0RP0RATI ON 
RIv'ERSIDE MACHINE & FABRICATION COMPANY 
t o b e a. n a m D I O Y a e ow n e d b u •=• i n a s s 
C I n <:: o r D O r a. ted u n d er t h a L aw s o f Li t a. h > 
FIR ST : T h e n am e o -f t hi i s c o r p o r a t i o n ( h e r e i n a. -f t e r c 
c or D or a t i on ) i a P i '•' e r s i de Ma c hire & Fa.br i c a. t i on Come an y , 
S E C O N D : T h e c or p or a. t i on '  s i n i t i a. I r e g i s t a r e d of" -f i c e 
P r i n c I Da. 1 of f ice i ri t h e 31 a t e of U t ah i s 1 oc a. t e d a. t 4 7 2 7 
D r j <; e , M u r r a y ij t a. h S 4 i 2 3 , a n d its i n i t i a. I r e g i s tare d a. gent 
T H I R D ; T h e n a. t u r e o f t h e b u s i n e s •=• a. n d t h e o b ,i e c t s , 
P u r D o•=• e s t o be t r an •=• a.c t e d . D r o m o ted, a.n d c a.r r i e d on by t hi e 
a. n d 
R i ».• e r 
.=r t 
t e r s o n . uJ.ddu~l ~0 f^&Z 
D OW* 
or pe r 
1 . T o se 1 1 and deal in a. 1 1 type-a of m a c h i n e d a n d / o r 
f a.br i c a. t e d m a t e r i a 1 s an d e a u i pime n t ? t o m a n u fac t ur e , u se , 
b u y , sell a. t «.AJ hi o 1 e s a. 1 e and r e t a i l , 1 e a. s e , d i s t r i b u t e h i g h 
tec a e r o s p a. c e , e n e r q y . m i n i n g , c om p u t e r a. n d m e d i c a 1 
e q u i p m e n t , rri a c hi i n e s a. n d s u p pi i e s , a n d a. 1 1 a. p P a r a. t u s , 
Pr odu c t s an d P r O P e r t y t here t o r e 1 a. ted, w h e t he r D a t e n t e d or 
unpa. t e n t e d ; t o ma.nufa.c t u r e r , use . b u y , sell a t w h o 1 e s a 1 e or 
re ta i 1 , or otherwi se deal i n al 1 m a t e r i al s and ^.r t i c 1 es 
r e q u i r e d i n t h e m a n u f ^c t u r e an d u se o-f su c h *.r t i c 1 e s , i t e m s . 
p r o d u c t s , a p p a r a. t u s , a n d p r o p< e r t y a n d t o u n d e r t a k e , c o n d u c t , 
rri a n age , a s s i s t , p r orrt o t e a n d e n g a g e o r p a. r t i c i p a t e in a n y 
k i nd o-f r esear-ch or sc i en t i f i c r e s e s . r c h or' sc i e n t i f i c , 
experi m e n t a 1 . de s i g n , or d e M e 1 o p m e n t w o r k , in c 1 u d i n g pur e 
ba.s i c re sear c h • re 1 a ted or i n c i de n t a i t o the ac c omp 1 i shme n t 
of su c h p ur D o s e s , an d t o m a n u f ac t ur e, m a k e , pr i n t , pu b1 i sh , 
d i s t r i bu t e , se 1 1 or o t h e nw i se de a 1 i n ad'.,' e r t i s i n g m a t e r i a i , 
b r o c hi u r e s , lite r a ture a n d r e 1 a ted item s i n c omm e c t i o n i\i i t h 
the sa. ] e an d d i s t r i bu t i on of sa id it e m s : t o u se . t o an a 1 vz e , 
t o e|.,1 a 1 u a. t e , t o d e s ion, t o e n o i n e e r , a n d/ o r t o rri a. n u f a c t u r e 
any p r o d u c t . 
2 . T o e s t a b 1 t s h , m a i n t a. i n , a n d c o n d u c t d e a ] e r s hi i o •=•, 
f r an c h i se s , rri a. r k e t i n g f ac i I i t i e s a n d d i s t r i bu t i on p r- o gr- am •=. 
in c on ne c t in wi t h the man u f ac t u r e , d i s t r i bu t i o n , s a ] e , 
i n s t a. I i a t i on , u se . m a i nten an c e , i mp r o1-,1 erne n t or r e p a i r of 
ma c h i n e s , ,a o o a. r a(.t us,. pP A odu c t s or P r- op e r t i e s an d the ar t i c 1 e =• 
15.3.2 
r a a u i r a d i n t h e u s a t h e r e o t o r u s e d I n c o n n a c t I o n t h e r e w i t h , 
o r s o l d . la a s a d , o r o t h a r w i s a d e a. It in b y t hi a c o r p o r a. t i o n . 
a i thar a 1 o n a or i n a.ssoc i at i on w i thi a n y other p a r s o n , 
a s s o c i a. t i o n , c o r D O r a. t i o n , s u b s i d i a. r >••, o r a. + t" i 1 i a t a a. n d i n 
a. n y D a r1 of the w o r i d . t o s u c h a x tent a. s a c o r D o r a. t i i o n 
o r g a. n i z e d IJ n d a r t hi a ] aw s o t the S t a. t e o f U t a. h m a >•• 1 aw t* u 1 1 >•• 
d o n ot'-.i or- hi e r a a. f t a r . 
3 . T o D u r c hi a. s a , a c q u i r e , c o n s t r u c t , la a. s e , m a. i n t a. i n . 
u sa , O D a r a t e
 r o w n , an d s e l l , a. 1 1 p 1 an t s « bu i 1 d i n o s , 
i,'.J a. r a hi o u s a s . m a n IJ + a. c t u r i n g p 1 a. n t s , d a p o t s . s t r u c <: IJ r a s, 
c on s t r u c t i on s . - f a c i l i t i e s , m a c h i n e r y . ap p an a. t u s , an D 1 ! an c e a , 
e q u i p m e n t , i m p 1 a m e n t s , o 11" i c a s , M a h i c 1 a s , t r u c k s , c a. r s , a. n c! 
a g e n e i e s o + e».,*e r v k i n d . n a tu n e a. n d d a s c r i P t i o n , IJ S a d o r 
u s e a b 1 a i n t hi a c a r r y i n g o u t o f a n >•' o f t hi a o b. j a c t s , p u r p o s a s , 
an d bu s in e s s a s m e n t i on a d i n t ha se A n t i c 1 e s . 
4 . ~ IJ o u r c h a. s a o r o then w i s a a c q u i re t hi e w h o 1 a o r a. n y 
P a. r t o -;: a. n >•• t> u s i n a s s o r b u s i n a s s a s < i n c 1 IJ ci I n g t hi e w hi o 1 e o r 
a n y p a. r t o + t h e t a. n g i b 1 e o r I n t a. n g i b 1 e a. s s eta-, g o o d w i l l , 
r i g hi t s a. n d o t hi a r p r o p e n t y o i a. n y p a n s o n , -firm, a s s o c i a. t i o n , 
t o u n d a. t i o n , c o r p o r a. t i o n , o r o r g a. n i z a. t i o n , o r w h a. t s o a u a r-
c h a. r e c t e r > , a. nd t o p a. y -for- a M o r a. n y p a r t o r - c om b i n a t i o n 
t h e r e o f in c a s h , on in s h a r e s o+ i ts o w n Capi tal s t o c k , on 
j n i t s b o r '< d a-, d e b e n t u n e s, n o t a s , o r o t hi a r o b 1 i g a t i o n s, o r 
o t h e n w i se J a.n d t o ex e r e i se all t ha p o w a r s na c a s s a,r y or 
c o n v-1 e n i e n t in o r a. b o u t the c o n a u c t , rri a. n a. g a m e n t . o r c a. r r y i ri g 
o n o + a. n y s u c h a. c q u i r e d b u s i n e s s o r b u s i n e s s e s . 
5 . T o a.D p 1 v t or , or D U r c hi ase on o t hi a r w I -a-a a.c a u I n e , 
a n d t o q r a. n t 11 c a n s e s t o n the u s e o + , t o o p e r a. t e u n d e r , t o 
s a 1 1 , a. s s i g n , o n o t h a r w i s e deal in a n d u s e + r a. n c h j a. a s . 
p a. tent s , p -a t a n t r t g hi t s , label s , p r i ^ i l e g e s , 1 i c e n s a s , 
t n a d a rri a. r k s , t r a d a n a.rri e s , •=• ym b o 1 s
 5 c o p y r i g h t •=., imp r o u e m e n t s , 
d a 'vl i c a s a n d i rri Q r o •.• a d o r s a c r a t C1 r c« c a s s a s o t a •.•' e r y s o r-1 a. n d 
d a •=. c r i D t i o n
 e 
6 . T o r e s e a r c h , d e •,' e 1 o P p r o d u c e , b u i l d , rri a. n u + a. c t u r • a , 
P a t e n t , m a r k a t an d se1 1 a n y an d all t yp a s of e q u • p m e n t , 
t o o 1 s , i n s t r u m a n t s a. n d i n»-,) e n t i o n s , a. n d t o c o ft s t r u c t , p r- o d u c e 
a n d sell the a. b o u e - m e n t i o n e d i t a rri •=• rri a da o t all t y o a •=• c« -'• 
m a t e r i a 1 s i n c 1 u d i n g s t e e l , w o o d p 1 a s t i c s or- an y an d a 1 1 
o t h a r m a. t a r i a 1 s . 
7 , T o b o r r o w m o na y e i t h e r o n o pe n a c c o u nt o r wi t h 
s u c hi s e c u r- i t y a s t hi e B o a. r d o + D i r e c t o r s m a. y d i r e c t a. n d t o 
b u y , s e l l , a n d d e a 1 i n a. 1 1 c o m m e r e i a. 1 pa.per- , n o t e s . 
rri o r t g a. g e s a n d o t hi e r a u e i d e n c e s o t i n d e b t e d n e s s i n c o n n e c t i o n 
w i t h an d d e e m e d c on vanient in the op a r a t i on of the bu s in e s s 
on bu s i n a s s e s of the c or p o r a t i o n . 
3 . T o d o a n y a n d a 11 t h i n g s n e c e s s a. r y , s u i t a b ! e , 
c o n'-,! e n i e n t , e x p e d i e n t o r p r o p e r J r t hi e a. c c om p 1 i s hi m e n t o f . 
o r i n c i d a n t a 1 t o t hi a p ow a r s o t , t •=• b u s i n a s s o r b u s i n e •=. •=• e s 
w hi e t hi e r- s i rri i 1 a. r i n n a t u r a t o t h e o b j e c t s o r p u r p o s e s h e r e i n 
abo'-1 a •=.e t f nn t h ">r «"»t h e n••••i i •=• ^  , 
15.3.3 
IN G E N F P A L \ r, do a.nv or all of the t h i n c s h e n n set forth to the 
s am e e x tent a. s n a. t u r a. ; p a r s o n s m i g h t o r c o u I d d o I n a. n y p a. r t o f the 
I,'..Ior I d » a.s p r i n c i D a. I « a.oent » c on t r a.c t or r t r ;.i s t e e , or o t h e r w i se * e < t h e r 
a. 1 o n e o r i n c om o a. ,n y i-vi i t h o t h e r s , a. n d I,M i t h all t h e D ow e r s c o n f e r r e d 
u D o n c o r p o r a. t i o n s b y the D r e s e n t o r f u t' j r e 1 aw S O f t h e S t a. t e o f J t a. h . 
It is the i n t e n t i o n t hi a. t e a. c hi o f t h e o b j e c t s , p o w e r s a. n d o r o o o s e s 
sp e c i f i e d in e ac h of t h e o a r a.gr a.P h s of t h i s THI RD sr t i c 1 e of the se 
A r t i c l e s of I n c or Q O r a t i on sh a. 1 1 , e x c ep t wh e r e o t h e rw i se sp e c I f i e d . be 
i n n ow i s e limited o r r e s t r i c t e d b y r e f e r e n c e t o o r inference f r cm t hi a 
t e r m s o f a. n y o t h e r p a. r a. g r a. p h o r o f a. n v other A r t i c l e in t h e s e A r t i c l e s 
of Inc or por a. t i on , bu t t ha. t t he ob j e c t s , po we r s a.n d pu r p ose s sp e c i f i e a 
i n t h is T HI R D a. r t i c 1 e a. ft d in e a. c hi o f t hi e o t hi e r a. r t i c 1 e s o r D a. r a. g r a. D h s 
of the se Ar t i c 1 e s of I n c or p or a. t i on sh a. 1 1 be r e gar de d as i n de p e n den t 
o b.j act s , o ow e r s a. n d p u r p o s e s , a. nd the e n u m e r a. t i o n o f s p e c i f i c o b ,i e c t s , 
p o w e r s a. n d p u r D O S e s s h a. 1 1 n o t be c o n s trued t o r e a-1 r • i c t in a. n y rri a n n n e r 
the gener a. 1 po we r s of t he c or D O r a. t i on , nor shall the ex pre ss \ on of one 
t h i n g be de erne d t o e x c 1 u de an other
 ? a. 1 t h ou gh i t be of 1 i k e n a t u r e . 
N o thing here i n c o n t a. i n e d s hall be c o n s t r u e d a. s a. u t hi o r i z i n g t h e 
c o r D o r a. t i o n t o t r a. n a. c t a. n y b u s i n e s s D r o h i b i t e d t o c o r p o r a. t i o n s 
o r o a. n i z e d u n ci e r the D r e s e n t o r f u t u r e 1 au.i s o f the S t a. t e o f LI t a. hi , 
F 0 U R T H : Th e amoun t of the t o t a. 1 a.u t h o n z e d Ca.D i t a. 1 S t ock of t hi a 
c o r o o r a. t i o n s hi a. 1 1 b e o n e h u n d red t hi o u s a. n d d o 1 1 a. r s < •£ 1 0 0 . 0 0 0 ) 
c o n s i s t i n g o f o n e h u n d red t h o u s a. n d < 1 0 0 , 0 0 0 ) s h a. r e s o f C a. D i t a. 1 S t o c k 
a. 1 1 of one and the aartie c l a s s of the par '.,' a. lue of one dol 1 ^.r- '• •£ 1 ) oer 
s h a r e . 
F I F T H : The C a. p i t a. 1 S t o c k , a f t e r the am o u n t o f t hi e s u b a. c r i o t i o n 
p rice or D a.r «-,? a 1 u e hi a.•=• be e n o a. I d I n , sh a 11 be su b j e c t t o n o f u r t h e r 
a. s s e s sm ent a. n d t h e D r i y a. t e p r- o D e r t y o f the S t o c k h o 1 d e r s s h a. 1 ] ri o t b a 
15.3.^ 
s u fc« j e c t t o t h e D a y m e n t o + t h e c o r o O r a. t i o n '  •=• d a b obi i o a. -" i o r: s 
SI X T H : T h e S t oc k h o 1 ''Je r s s h a. 1 1 hi a.u e n o P r e - e m p t i u e r I oh t •=• t • 
a. c o u i r e u n i s s u e d s h a. r a s o f* s t o c k o + t h e c o r p o r a, t i o n « 
S E'v! E N T H ; T h e n a m e s a. ri d a d d r e s s e s o t a a. c h o t t hi e i n c o r o o r a-, t or- • 
a i o n i n o t h a s e A r-1 I c 1 a a o "£ I n c o r D O r a. t I o n a. r e a. s f o i l o w s i 
NAME ADDRESS 
L i nda. C * Peter son 
M i H i e Lou Pate r •=. o n 
1 i am D. Pet arson 
1996 East 4 6 75 South 
Hoi 1 3ds.y , Utah 341 1 ? 
1996 East 4675 South 
Hoi 1 a.day , Utah 841 1 7 
1996 East 4675 South 
Hoi 1 a.day , Utah 341 1 7 
EI G H T : T h e me m b e r - s o -f the o o i-,! e m i n Q b o a r d o i t h e c o r P O r .£•. i. i o n 
•=• h a. II b e k n o',v»n -as- D i r a c t or •=., a.n d t hi e n u m b e r t h e r e ot s-hi a. 1 1 be n o t ) e s-s-
t h a. n t h r e e ( 3 ) n o r mi o r e t h a. n t «,«•.« e n t y - t w o '• 2 2 ) , t hi e a x a. c t n u m b e r- t o b e 
t I x e d b •>•• t h a B y - L a. w s o t t hi a c o r- p o r a. t i o n ; D r o '•,' i d e d t hi a. t t hi e n u rrj b e r s c: 
f i x e d b y t h e By-LaiAis m a y b e i n c r e a s e d or- d e c r e a s e s »••,« 1 t h i n t h e l i m i t 
a. t> <:<'.,' e s p e c i -f i e d , + r o m t i m e t o t i m e , b y a.m e n d m e n t t o t h e B y - L a.u.i s , T h a 
el a c t i o n o + D i r e c t o r -a n e e d ri o t b e b v b a. 1 l o t . 
T h e fir- s t B o a. r d o t" D i r e c t o r- s s hi a. 1 1 c o n s i s t o + s i x mi e m b e r s-, T hi a 
n a. mi e •=. a n d a. d d r e s s e s o + t h e f i r s t B o a r d o + D i r e c t o r s . w h o •=• h a. 1 1 s a r'.,' e 
u n t i 1 t h e h o 1 d i n g of t h e + i r s t m e e t i n g of t hi e S t oc k h o 1 de r s a.n d u n t i 1 
t hi e i r s u CC9 s s o r s s h a. 1 1 hi a. M e b e e n d u 1 v el e c t e d a. n d s hi a. 1 1 hi a.».,' a 
q u a. 1 j +* i e d , a.r e a s -f o 1 1 o w s : 
NAME 
W. Don Pe terson 
L i nda C. Pe terson 
7^ 
ADDRESS 
1549 East 6015 South 
Sal t Lake , Utah 84121 
1996 East 4675 South 
Hoi 1aday, Utah S4117 
15.3.5 
MI l 1 i e L o u P e t e r s o n 
J a. m e s R o b e r t L i m b 
[4 } } i em D , A , b r e e r n a n 
P a u l e t e r s o n 
lv?6 East 4675 South 
Hoi 1a day, J tah S41I7 
6 ? 3 9 S o u t h 2 2 0 0 Ui e •=. t 
W e s t Jor d e n , U t a h 34( 
81? East 9590 South 
Sandy , U t e.h 34070 
2 2 i 9 P a n o r a.m a. U\ a y 
Hoi 1 a d a y , U t a h 84i i 7 
T hi e D i r e c t o r s s h a. 1 ] be e l e c t ? d a. t t h e a. n n u a 1 m e e t i n o 
S t o c k hi o 1 d e r s a n d s h a 1 I h o Id their' o t f i e * a f o r a U r i - of 
t h e r e a t t e r a. n d until the s u c c e .11 hi a.'...«e b e e n d u 1 >" 
s h a. 1 1 hi a '•,' e a u a 1 i f i e d : D r o '.,• i d e d that It t hi e n u rr> b e r o t D i r e c t o r s 
i ncrea.se d b y am e n on \ e n t to t! i e B y - L aw s o r i f a »•.• a. c a n c y i s c r e a t a d 
o c c u r s IJ n t hi e B o a r d o t D i r e c t o r s , a. d d i t i o n a. 1 D i rec t o r s m a y b e a ' e c 
to till s u c h n e w oosi t i on or a n y s u c h u a c a n c y by the '•,• ote ot the Be 
ot D i r e c t o r s o r the S t o c k hi o 1 d e r s , a. s s D e c i f i e d in the B y ~ L aw s , a n d 
D i r e c t or s o e 1 ec t e d sh a 1 1 hio 1 d o f 1 i c e until t hie ne :• t a.nn u a. 1 m e e t i n<: 
the S t o c k h o l d e r s a n d un til h i s s u c c e s s o r shal 1 hi a. ve b e e n du 1 y el ec 
a. n d s hi a 1 1 hi a u e c u a H t led. 
NI N T H : T hi e B o a. r d o f D i r e c t o r s , s u b. j e c t to the S y - L ai-M s , it ; 
a d o D t e d b y t hi e 31 o c k !"i o 1 d e r s . s h a. 1 ] h a !.-' e D OW« e r- t o m a k e o r a d o n t 
c h •£». n g e or ame n d o r r- e p» e a 1 B y - L aw s n o t c o n s i s t e ri t ui i t h the C o n s t I •: IJ 
o r- L aw s o t t h e LJ n i ted S t a. t e s o r t h e S t a t e o t U t a hi t o r the rri a n a. o a r 
<. n >•• , 
a. n d r e q u 1 a. t i 
c o r D o r a. t i 
«. n d q o'-,! e r- n rri e n t o t the 3.i t" a. i or o p e r t •>- the 
t he t r an s t a r of it s C a p i t a 1 S t o c k . t h e t r a n a 
•b u s i n e s s , the c a l l ; n g a. n d h o 1 d i n o o t m e e t : n q •=• o t it -=• S-1 .,.:. .-•' '"• c-' 
t o r s u c h o t h a ~ p IJ r p o s e s a. s m a. y p r o p e r l y be in c o r- p o r a. t e d 
-La.wis . 
TENTH; ! hi e c o r- D o r a. t i c< n i •=• t o hi .• 
E L EL-( E N T H • M e e t i n o s o t t h e 3 t o c k h o 1 
J.Q 
r- D e t u a. 1 e x i •=• t e n« 
and Bo^r-d ot Du 
1 .1.6 
:»U t •=• I d 8 O r t h 8 n d the . f n r k' 
d o c u men t s . a. ft d 
State of Utah 
n 1 a. c e 8- •-' " fTi 8. ':<•'" 
• D cir a t i on m• 
' C t 
d e s i q n 8. t e d 
..»s o-f t h e 
:rm t j rn e t o t 
* * t i 
o u 
Mhn K 
t h P f -8 P '.""5 O r 
TWELFTH i Th 8 c o r a o r 8, t i or i r 8 se r u 8 s- t h 8 r i oh t t o a.me n d , a. I t e r 
c h a n q e , op r e p e a ) an >•• D r ou i s i on c on t a i on e d i n t h e •=• e A r t > c i e •=• o 
I n c o r p o r a t i on I n t h e man n a i • n o','..) oi • ! * a i • a a. f t a i - P I • a aa: ? • i b e cl o/ •=• t 8. t> i t: a a n 
b y t h e a, f a i r m e t i '•; e '-.-'ote o4- t h e h o i d e r s o f a t I e a s t a, m a j o r - i t v o f t h i 
s h a r e s o f t h e i s s u e d a n d o u t s t a n d i n Q C a. D i t a. 1 3 t o c k o f t h 8 c o p% o o r a. t I o 
ha.u i n o I.,' o t i n q p o w e r r a n d a l 1 r i q h f s a n d D owe r s cor i f e ; •( a d u p o n t h 
Boar- d o f D i r a c t o r =• an d S t oc k h o 1 da r •=. h e r a i n a,r a o r an t a d •=.IJ b.j a •: t t o t h i 
T h e c on o on a t I on w i 1 1 n o t c o m m e n c e b u s 
i a a. s t o n a t hi o u •=• a. n d d o i 1 a. r =• C '£ 1 , 0 0 0 
Sap i ta . } S t o c k 
T H I R T E E N T H : 
c o n s-1 d a r a. t i o n o a 
i • a c i a '.,' a d "a >•' i t f o i • i a> =• t i a. n c a o f =• h a. r e s o-f I t 
W E , T H E ! U N D E R S I G N E D , b e i r i g e a c h o + t h e o r i g i n a.] i n c o r o o r 
hi a r a i n b a + o r e n am a cl a. n d e a. c hi b a i n g n a 11 J i - a. "1 D e r =. o n s o'.,' e r t wf a ri t 
>•• a a.! • =• o a a. g a , :• o i • t i = E: i r D O •=• e o f a o r m i i i g a c o r p o r a. t i o n t o d o b u s 
b> o 11 ! I-1- i t h i n a. n 
O ri a 
f.M f t h O L 
P r o '• 
am me n da. t o r 
t hi a S t a. t e o + I (t a I i , a r i d D I i r s u a n t t o 
I-or D C!8„r" t i on L. aws o f 11 > a S t a. t a o-f l; '1 a hi , an d 
8-1J " •| a » f t a. 1 t h; e r e t o , d o rri a. k e , a. d o pi t , e. ri d + 
t hi e s a A r 1 i c 1 a s C' f" I n c o r p C' r a. t i o n , hi e r- e b v d e c I a r i n q 
c a r- t ! t >"' i n o t hi a. t 11 i a a a. c t =• hi e r- a i n •=. t a. t 8 d a. r- a t r f J a . 
a I i a," ! a I i a p' a i 11 11 cf a- a t c( > t > • h i -• 
N o v e m b e r 1 ? S 5 . 
I N I.-.] I ! NESS Wt -iEREOF 
o f t h i s - f ^ Z - ^ d a y 
'. , '*P \ t y i n o 
n d 
( A J , ~</ ^ 
•••J i 1 1 i a m D . P e t e r i o n 
15o3o7 
L i n d a. C . Pete r •=• o n 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE ) 
I LlK^EA. hhil^D. , a n o t a. r y p u b l i c , he r e b y certif y t h a. t o n 
this 2rZJ^=:^. day of N o v e m b e r , 1985 p e r s o n a l l y a.pea.red before m e , l.«.U 1 1 ; am 
D. Pe t e r s o n . L i nda C. Pe terson, M i 1 1 i e Lou Pe t e r s o n , and Pau1 E. 
Peter- s o n , w h o b e i n q b y me fir- s t d u 1 y •=. w o r n s e>.,<e r a 1 I y dec 1 a. r e d .- ;-! e r tied 
a.nd c e r t i f i e d t ha. t they a.r e the per s o n s whio s i gned the 4:or e co I ng 
doc ument a.s \ n c or D Or a t or s an d t h a t t h e s t a tement s there i n c on t a i n a d 
a. re true. 
^S^J^^i:^ J^^^S^l My c omm i ss i on e x p i r e s1 
A^slZ^J. R e s i d i n Q a t S alt L a k a C i t >• , U t a h 
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Vo Ortainal Vo of'Shares 
S ictr*s j transferred 
^6 dec I — 
^yy]/_ /£ 
¥nt€ 6+ a s s e t s E x h i b i t s ft a n a b ^ ^E^ ^ </sJ 
T^O j$a z%p 
<^ _ A J O W U . i 
pinal 
icade 
VS? Original \ Vo of Shares 
Shares Transferred 
^# ^fyrfy&az& '<?i_ 
„X^ZZ/s^'_ 
_ / 2 _ 
ns&THAr 
^^i^^gspp^^sp^s 
-*! 11 am D Pe^#»r^on F a m i l y P a r t n e r s h i p >^< s& s&te pttnez/1 
-S»v-#-o- T h o u s a n d 
t o r . c a p T a l z a r i o n , WOPKS in p r o c e s s , r e c e u a b l e s -: 





Board of Directors Meeting 
Riverside Machine and Fabrication Co. Inc. 
April 8, 198? 
UDP f i 1 e :Rsi deA3.mi n 
Meeting held at 154? East, 6015 South Holladay. Lit. 
Attended by William D. Peterson - President & Director 
Ul. Don Peterson - Vice President & Director 
Faun A. Peterson - Sec/Tres & Director 
Resolved that the above are officers as presented. 
4. Resolved that the res ionat ions prepared by Sampson or 
Mouritsen -for the directors o-f the company could not or were not 
nece s sar i1y accep ted. 
5. Re-solved as previously agreed that W.^ Don Peterson shall 
perpetually remain a Director unti1 the time he, or whom he ma/ 
designate, are fully paid his -first mortgage position which he 
maintains with -full approval o-f the board, even though Mouritsen. 
McSweeney & Sampson may maintain they obtained his release without 
paying said first mortgage owing to him. 
6. Resolved that W. Don Peterson or who he nru designate shall 
ma i nta in his lien, < as previously made and held) on all Willi am D. 
Peterson assets including all real-estate, tools, receivable-:, and 
inventories at 4727 and 4747 Riverside Drive Murray, Utah, until such 
time as he. whom he ma/ designate are -fully paid. 
7. Resolved that the directors approved issuance o-f 90,000 shares 
o-f stock to President William D. Peterson as o-f June 2, 1986, and 
apo< :ved of issuance of 7,000 to the William D. Peterson Family 
Partner ship as of June 1986. 
3. Resolved that William D. 
proper t i es. 
Peterson owns the manufacturing 
9. Resolved that William D. Peterson owns the manufacturing 
tools . 
10. Resolved that $7,000 per month, for rental demands to 
Riverside Machine & Fabrication (dba MAC Industries), are owing to 
William Peterson for usage since July 1986. 
11. Resolved that President William D. Peterson or the Board of 
directors never wrote or signed any agreement giving any interests or 
rights to Robert Mouritsen. John McSweeney, or John Sampson. 
12. Resolwed that President William D. Peterson never called or 
conducted any meeting wherein any interests or rights were 
transmitted to Robert Mouritsen, John McSweeney. or John Sampson. 
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16.2.2 
1 3 . R e s o 1 v.' a d t hi a t n o o r a 1 a Q r e e m e n t w a s e l •» e r c o n s u m m a. t e d w hi e r a I n 
a n > i i i t e r e s t s o r r i o h t s w e r e t r a. n s m i 1 1 e d t o R o b e r t M o1 i r i t s a n . • T c h r • 
M c S w e e n e v , or J o h n S a m p son , 
1 4 . Re s o 1 v a d t h a, t Robe i t Mou J • i t se i i . J o h i i r 1c Swe e n e >•• , ai i d t ! i a i - • 
a t t c •'• n e v -J o h n P , S am ID a o n h av e a t t e m p t e d t o t a k e p o s s a s s i o n -a n d 
c o n t r o 1 o f b o t hi 14 t 1 1 i am F" e t e r s o n a. n d h i s b u s i n e s a R i ••.' e r s i d a t 1 a ch i n a & 
F a b r i c a t i o n C o . . b > p a r s u a. s i o n , -f o r c e . t r a u d . b 1 a c k m a i 1 . i n t a r 1 a r e ri c a 
i n P e t a r s o n -f am i 1 y i n t e r f a r a n c a i n P a t a r s c» n M a r r i a. q e , a n d d a c a i t i n 
t h e T h i r d D i s t r i c t Coi i r t o f t ( i a S t a t a o f U t ah . G i V' a n op p o r t u n i t y . 
t h a • ";" h a v a + a. it 1 e d t o p r e s e« 11 a n •: r i q h t s- t c» t h e b i J S t n a s s » 
1 5 . R a s o 1 v a d t h a. t a. n > r a p r a s a n t a. t i o n o -f r i g h t = a n d/ o r o r o o f o r t hi a 
•= am e w e r a r a a u e s t e d o t d e t e n d a n t a. ( M o u r i t s a n . M o S w e a n e v a n d 3 ami p s o n ) 
i n c ou r t : t h a. t t h e i r an swe r s w a r a r a c a i ',.»a d b v Wm P a t e r son on Ap r ! ; 
7 . 1 ? 3 ? i a n d t h a. t d e +* a n d a. n t •= a n sus a r =. a a. u a n o c 1 a. i m a. n d o r o o +* o r c "1 a. i m s 
t o a n y r' i o h t s i n R i v e r a , i d e M a c h i n e a n d F a b r i c a t i o n C o . . d b a M A C 
I r d u s t r i a s a n d a n y r i o h t s. t o W i 11 i ami D . Pa t a r s o n " s p r o o a r t i a s . 
1 6 . R e s o 1 v a d t h a t R o b a r 1 M o u r i t s a n . -J o h n M c 3 w a a n a v a. i i d J o n r; 
Samp s o n b a i mm a d i a t a 1 y t a r m i n a. t a d a s e m o 1 o>•• a a s o r R i v a r s i da M a . c h i n a 
an d Fa.br i c a. t i on Cc«. , dba. MAC I n du s t f' i e s 
1 ? R e s o 1 v a d t h a t J o Ih i i P 5 am c:« s o n I 
a t t o r n e •/ f o r R i v a r =. it d a M a c h i n a a. n d 
I n d i J s t r i a s . 
"im»i a. t a I y t a r m i n a. t a. 
' a. t; r- i c a. t i c n 
1 S R e s o 1 ',.' a d t hi a t P r e •=. i d a n t Wm P a t e r s o n o o n t i n u a oam-i 
c a u s a d b y t h a a 11 a m D t a d t a k a C( v a r o t 
F a b r i c a t i o< i i C o . I in c b y t h a t h r a a d a t a n d a. n t •=• 
'.,« a r -a i o •= 
1"::?", R a s o I |i.,.;! a d t h a. t R o b e r t L i m b b e s o u g h z f o r t h a i mmi e d i a. t e m a. ri a o a r-
o + R t • j e r *=: i d a M a. c h i n e a. n d F a b t • i »:: a. t: i o n C o . . 
2 0 . R e s o l v e d t h a t UJ i 11 i a m D. P e t e r son c o n t i n u e to e m p l o y A t t o r n e y 
A "! 1 en T h o m p son , h a••,» i: nq e x p er i e n c a i n con f 1 i c t o-f i n t ar a s t ma. t t a r s 
wh i 1 e w o r k i n g a t t h e C a "I i -f o«r n i a. Si t a t e Bar . t o p r a p ••a..r" a •- f" d f i 1 a 
a p p r ci p r i a t e p a. p e r s w i t h 111 e U t -a h "3 t a, t a B a P A s =• o c i a, t i o n i n t hi a mi a. 11 a r 
C't c on + 1 i «: t i v e i n t e r a s t s ot A 1 1 or n a y Joh n P , S a m e son i n h i a 
r- e o r e se n t a t i on o-f a 1 "I p ar t i e s M o u r i t sa n , M c Swe a n a :• ;" a n d Pe t a r son , 
A t t • si :e< I 'I < « !i:«": i t s c: i i it -e :: ^  • <i => :  
s i on ad by UJ i 1 ] i ami D , Pe t a r son 
3Al L-L !^ i^vXZd55S^r„ 
s i q n e d b •> ly t , D o n P a t a r s o n ~ 
- 7 - ^ 4 : i ^ ^ ^ d a t: €" £ n r : i i _ J 3 - 1 £ S2 
s i o n e d b y F aw n A . P e t e r s o n - S e c / T r a s & D i. r e o t o r 
d a. t e 6jai;ll-£^.1232 „ 
P" r a s i d e n t 5i D i r e c t o r 
d a t e ., SniLl 1- .B^-12J32„ 
c e P r e s i d e n t 1- D i r a c t o r 
APPROVED by the division of Corporations 
«nd Commercial Code of the Utah state 
Department of Commerce 
on the_L(-tk d a v o ^ - O ^ A r>
 1 B _ ^ 7 
Corporate Documents E*anjlner ) ^ T ^ ^ 
FeespaldS -
1o.3 
3 ^ 0 a. 
Articles o-f me r qe r 
file: m e r9 a rt.pco 
Apr 1 1 20 , 1^5-
szart 
MERGER and CONSOLIDATION 
of 
MAC INDUSTRIES, Utah Corp. N o . 113115 
«*. » -OTfcGT** f ^ ^ ^ ^ f r f t o r p o r a ted or 1 Q 1 n a 1 1 •> b' William D. Peterson 
Riverside Machine & Fabrication Company 
at 4727 Riuerside Drive, Murray Utah 94123 
i n t o 
PETEPSOrj PRODUCT ENGINEERING i, MANUFACTURING CORPORATION 
1444 Murph-v's Lane, SLC , Ut 84106 / 3 J"T ^ 4-







Per rule 16-10-70 of Utah's corporation laws and uniform 
commercial code and with appropriate assignments made b^ Milli->m 
D. Peterson, MAC Industries is herebv merged into and 
consolidated as a part of PETERSON PFODUCT ENGINEERING L 
MANUFACTURING CORFORATION. 
the subs 1diar cor por a t1 on MMC 
PLAN OF MERGER: 
< a%« The name of 
Industries. 
<b' The name of the corporation owning at least -0"< of its 
shares, mhich is hereinafter designated as the rurvM'ing 
corporation is PETERS Of J PRODUCT ENGINEERING i\ MANUFACTURING 
CORPORATION. 
(c *» In exchange for each share held of MAC Industries, one 
share of PETERSON PRODUCT ENGINEERING L M A N U F M C T U R I N G 
CORPORATION shall be issued. 
NUMBER OF OUTSTANDING SHARES: <=E \ 
William D. Peterson owns 10 0,000 initial shares off- \ (a 
PETERSON PRODUCT ENGINEERING L MANUFACTURING CORPORATION. >-* I 
<b> William D. Peterson famil> trust owns 7,000 shares o f ^ 
THE COMPANY in exchange for its stock in MAC Industries. ^ 
< c > Wl 1 1 1 1 am D . Peters on own s 90 , 0 0 0 add 1 t 1 on a 1 shares of co 
MA A THE COMPANY in evchanqe for his stock in MAC Industries. 
J^^/Vjwi
 (d) 197,00 0 shares of THE COMPANY are thus outstanding. OJOr 
NOTIFICATION OF MERGER: 
Record of noticed of plan of merger 1* made as of Ma- 20, 
1^89, wherein a copy of the plan of merger was mailed to 
each shareholder of record or their representat 1Me, these 
shareholders having previously obtained stocP of the 
subsidiary corporation b v legal agreement with b o n a f1de 
officers of the corporation, for consideration, and without 
circumstances of duress. 
^ / £ t 5 = E 
William D. Peterson, President Ann P. Haves, Secre<?ar> 
PETEFSON PRODUCT ENGINEERING & MANUFACTURING CORPOFATION 
54 
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 # 3. 2 
STATE OF UTAH 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
DIVISION OF CORPORATIONS AND COMMERCIAL CODE 
//]_certlfy. that, the foregoing ita a trim I hereby /] c if ^ 
uipy of 
and thn endorsements thereon, as the same Is 
taken from and compared with the, original filed 
in the office of th^Divisicn on the , 
day of . J 
U °3£« 
now ren^tbfig OP rile and of record therein 
A n " M%1 and 
FETER VAN ALSTYNE 
DIVISION DIRECTOR 
Ufa (Akhj 
A! OTVMC V 
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17.1 
AGREEMENT OF LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 
AND 
CERTIFICATE OF LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 
OF 
Page I ~~~~ 
FILED IN CLERK'S OFFICE 
Salt Lake County Utah 
APR "7 1986 
WILLIAM D. PETERSON FAMILY PARTNERSHIP H.Db* . lxop/ftlndtoy, C*prk 3r< 3rd DJsL Coui 
M^C Depuytaerfc 
This Certificate and Agreement of Limited Partnership is entered* 
into by and among William D. Peterson IIf Linda C. Peterson, Millie 
Louise Peterson, Ginny Ann Peterson, Angela Jo Peterson, William D. 
Peterson III, Margaret Jean Peterson, and David Joseph Peterson 
(hereinafter called the "Limited Partners*). 
ARTICLE I 
FORMATION OF LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 
1.01. FORMATION. The General Partner 
hereby form a Limited Partnership <h 
"Partnership")- pursuant to the provision 
Partnership Act as .set forth in Sections 
inclusive, of the Utah "Code Annotated < 
Partnership shall be a limited partnership a 
business purposes set forth in Article III 
shal1 not create or be deemed to create a 
partners with respect to any activitie 
activities within- the business purposes 
specified in said Article III. 
s and the Limited Partners 
ereinafter sometimes the 
s of the Utah Limited 
48-2-1 through 48-2-27, 
1953) as amended. The 
nd shall be solely for the 
hereof. This Agreement 
partnership between the 
s whatsoever other than 
of the Partnership as 
1.02. CERTIFICATE OF FORMATION. Upon execution, of this 
Agreement, the General Partners shall execute a C«>rtificate of.Limited 
Partnership in the -form and containing the information required by the 
Utah Uniform Limited Partnership Act. The General Partners shall 
cause the said Certificate, when properly executed, to be filed with 
such county clerks as is required by law. The partners or their duly 
appointed attorneys-in-fact shall promptly execute all certificates 
and other instruments, make all necessary filings and recordings 
thereof, and perform all other acts required for the formation and 
operation of the Partnership as a Limited Partnership under the laws 
of the State of Utah. 
1.03. ASSUMED NAME. Upon execution of this Agreement, the 
partners shall execute an Application to Transact Business Under an 
Assumed Name or a Certificate of Assumed and True Name in the form and 
containing the information required by the laws of the State of Utah 
in connection with carying on, conducting, or transacting business 
under an assumed name. The General Partners shall cause such 
Application or Certificate when duly executed to be filed in the 
office of the Secretary of State of the State of Utah. 
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conventional, non-N.C, machines, and are c,:i[ 
er i'-ial tolerances of +.001" 
w
. I , 1 )*" ?" 6L*1 table 
, \ i j I I e 
' A,1*1 i. ,,l ' ', virh digital readout 
equippe. 
veriicai. M- > . 
* 2-axis numer i:a I control, and w111 
: h repeatabi lity t o t, h e s arae 1 i nil t s . 
kl" table, 2-axis N ( , 
'he latesc addition to our shop is the brand new, 3-axis C.N.C url.i/.il 
. niiL listed below. It is capable of holding and repeating, location and 
dime^si-nal t r: a- - s * 'WM. -
r, ott> 3 A H^. La U 1 C . J O A i . O C . N . C . 
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Our d r i l l i n g machines include: 
(1) OOYA Radial Arm D r i l l , 48" arm X 3" disO i4xilnu£) dB^lQ s i z e 
(6) ROCKWELL Quill-type D r i l l Press, 15" reach X 1/2" d r i l l s i z e 
(With sui table too l ing , these d r i l l s are adaptable to h igh-
production d r i l l i n g or sequencing operations) «"( » 
" : TAH 
Our inspection tool standards are traceable to the National Bureau of 
Standards, and are certified for nuclear inspecjrionnj Owe cuiAlij^rcontrcl 
system meets MIL-1-45208. In house inspection 4fyIiftnenV ^ rfe' LhsWuments 
include: R E C E I V E D 
(1) MOJAVE Surface Block; 31' X 6' top 
(1) Micrometer Set, 0M to 24" O.D. 
1" to 12" 1 D. 
Varying quantities of calipers, thread standards, dial indicators, 
bore gages, standard blocks, etc. 
Our fabrication tools include: 
















3/8" X 10' - CINCINNATI 
400 Ton X 14' - STEELWELD 
Q » « 
w 
Pattern Burner, Track Burner, Plasma Cutter, 
Miscellaneous Burners 
Automatic 12" X 15" - JOHNSON 
11"-X 16M - WELLS 
'16"-- DeWALT 
14" - POWERMATIC 
9" - ROLL-IN 
7" X 9n - JET 
50 Ton METAL MUNCHER 
80 Ton Hydraulic (three each) 
40 Ton MtTAL MIJNCHER 
20 Ton WHITNEY 
TIC He11 arc - MILLER (two each) 
MIC 300 to 600 AMP - Short Arc (9 each) 
Stick^Welders 400 AMP - MILLER, Etc. (twelve each) £ 
Stud Welders - OMARK 
5-Ton Bridge Cranes (five each) 
Magnetic Drills, Painting Facilities, 8 Ton Mobile 
Crane, 12 Ton Mobile Crane, Kenworth Tractor-Trailer 
We are pleased to be able to present this information to you and would 







Office of Bar Counsel 
645 South 200 East - Saft Lake City, Utah 84111-3834 
Telephone: (801) 531-9110 • FAX: (801) 531-0660 6 1 
January 11, 1991 
William D. Peterson 
c/o Paul E. Peterson 
2219 Panorama Way 
Holladay, Utah 84117 
v\ 
RE: Complaint against John P. Sampson "^ /£ 
Dear Mr, Peterson: 
^ On January 3, 1991, the Screening Panel of the 
Ethics and Discipline Committee of the Utah State Bar v <? 
voted to admonish Mr, Sampson for his failure to \^ £
 0 ^ 
recognize the potential conflict of interest in ^ V 
representing MAC Industries, Mr. Mouritsen, Mr. V* ^ 
McSweeney, and you in various matters. The Screening ^ v( v 
Panel specifically found that Mr. Sampson had no intent^ £ £ 
to engage in an unethical conflict of interest, no i l* ^ \ 
intent to injure you, and that it is likely that Mr. f ^ 
Sampson's conduct did not cause you damage. ^ / 
You should be aware that an admonition is private 
discipline, and we appreciate your discretion in 
discussing this matter. You should also be aware that 
the fact that Mr. Sampson has been admonished cannot be 
used in any other forum absent Mr. Sampson's consent. 
We appreciate your bringing this matter to our 
attention so that it could be appropriately reviewed 
and resolved. Please do not hesitate to contact me 
should you have any questions. 
Very truly yours, 
Toni Marie Sutliff 
Associate Bar Counsel 
TMS/gmo 
cc: John P. Sampson 
61 
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COMBINED SPECIAL MEETING 00 . .... 
THE SHAREHOLDERS AND DIRECTORS OF . 
RIVERSIDE MACHINE & FABRICATION COMPANY-
A combined special meeting of the shareholders' 
20.1 
.and directors of Riverside Machine & Fabrication Company* 
'was.held on June 2, 1986/ at the off! ces of the corporation/ii. IM*\ 
;4727 Riverside .iDrive, Murray, Utah.';1' 
The purpose of the meeting was to "Sleet new: directors ' 
'and&the directors to elect officers* All Darties. waived 'notifce' 
\qf$,4the,* special combined meeting. V All shareholders and theirf, j[' ^  
^respective interests and rights to. vote the same were preser^"-
William D. Peterson acted as chairman and Linda C 
.Peterson acted as secretary. 
The first item of business before the Board was the 
• • j 1 
unanimous consent of all Board members to agpoint John J. McSweeney, 
Sr., John J. McSweeney, and Robert G. Mouritsen to the Board.' 
. 1 ' • ' - » . ' • 
Immediately thereafter W. Don Peterson, Linda C. Peterson, 
Millie Lou Peterson, James Robert Limb, WilJJLam D. A. Breeman 
and Paul E. Peterson tendered their withdrawals from the Board 
*{ .« *+ 
and the same were accepted. 
s 2 T V * • • 
The meeting then proceeded to the election of officers. 
> • • • - • i' 
Upon .nominations duly made and seconded, the following were,, . 
electeid officers of the Corporation, to serve for the ensuing 
year and until their successors are elected and quality: 
President: John J. McSweeney 
Vice-President: John. J. McSweeney, Sr. 







The officers then acknowledged their willingness to. 
assume the responsibilities of their various positions and each 
officer expressed appreciation to the prior board members?and 
officers., 
It was determined by the new board and offleers'that? ^  
the| corporation had not as yet formally issued its shares to \* 
i u \ 
thfekshareholders. Upon motion of the President, John J. McSweeney, 
*! ! \ 
it"! was .moved and seconded by all shareholders and directors 
that 1/000 shares be issued to the William D. Peterson Family 
1
 i f ' 
* Partnership, 1000 shares to JohtfJ. McSweeney and 1,000 shares \J 
I 
corporation agrees to assume the underlying^indebtedness" 
L % a&l^Said assets transferred and to the best of the present 
[Robert G. Mouritsen1s shares are issued in exchange for and 
expenses actually incurred by them, not now being reimbursed 
Ci 
for'.Robert G. Mouritsen. \fh( \\-K~X S _—•' O 
%The board memberP>a^ rcfc=3fiareholders acknowledged that O 
thejr have received all consideration from Robert G. Mouritsen *\ 
a n
^ IjJg^^^^McSween^^ffbr the issuance of their shares, and ^ 
thaflPihe WillLam j5|^feterson Family Partnership, in return
 (for ^ 
its sh«Bs> wiljfrreceive formal transfer of assets according. 
tojap ^ssig^ent that will be prepared-by Attorney Joha.P*:;Sarapspa5 
Th4 
of 
board f_s knowledge and information, agreeable with, the William^ 
D. jE[eterson Family Partnership that such value of assets jays? 
* .-Hi*. - , ' vv* 
4
 and-reasonable- to the indebtedness . John J .J;<McSweeney J s 
it 
• • •» 
the corporation. Therefore, upon motion duly made and unanimous 
f? reed upon among all shareholders the President, John J. r 
&3 
20.2.3 
McSweeney and Secretary/Treasurer 'are empowered to issue corporate 
shares as indicated above. 
< ii 
There being no further business to come before the 
combined meeting, the foregoing resolutiohs were ratified and 
agreed to by all parties as evidenced by their signatures hereto 
attached. These signatures further indicate a waiver and consent 
• i 
regarding all notices required under the by-laws. Thereupon the 
meeting was 
W# DOJtf PETERSON, former officer 
and ''director 
ROBERT G. MOURITSEN, Secretary/ 
Treasurer and Director 
JOHN J. McSWEENEY, President 
and Director 
JOHN J. McSWEENEY, SR., Vice 
President and Director 
i ii 
LINDA C. PETERSON, former<o£fxcer 
and director 
MILLIE LOU PETERSON, former 
Director 
JAMES ROBERT LIMB, former 
Director 
WILLIAM D. A. BREEMAN, former 
Direqtor. 











\l by- . Dep. Book. . Page-
.Ref.: 
Mail tax notice to Rivers ide Machine & Arfrir»«n 4727 s . R i v e r s i d e Drive 
I _, Fabricat ion Company 
l»-V 1 
JfP;'LINDA C 







PETERSON and WILLIAM D. PETERSON as individuals-jand*as**Jh 
tners of William D. Peterson Family PartnershiR^Vraator'a 
0£ of Murray * , County of Salt Lake '"'" "*-*- -*™-**-^—«-*» 
'ft CONVEY and WARRANT to RIVERSIDE MACHINE 
oka Mack Industries 
; State of UtaVherebyg 




Mcu. AM ^A,> £<TW -h-r**\ 
of land in S a l t Lake 
' '"grantee 
for the sum of 
DOLLARS,, 
/" ' County, 
A 
Murray, Utah 
Dollars and other valuable consideration 
V> the following described tract 
! State of "Utah: 
* - l ? 
Beginning at a point that is due North 639.69 feet and due West 1375, 
feet from the South quarter corner of Section 1, Township 2 South, 
Range TWest, Salt Lake Base and Meridian; and running thence 4 -
South 13 Degrees 14 Minutes West 167.47 feet; thence South 86 
Degrees'] 37 Minutes East 189.15 feet; thence North 0"Degrees 06 Minutes,} 
43 Seconds East 165.27 feet; thence North 86 Degrees 3"^  Minutes West 4 
J51.06 feet along the existing fence line to the point oi^ Beginning. 
Beginning at a point on the Easterly line of Riverside Drive at" the 
Southwest corner of Peterson property, said* point* being due North '"• . 
476.668,! feet and due West 1414.321 feet from the South quarter.. {.' ' 
corner1 of Section 1, Township 2 South, Range 1 West, Salt Lake1"* v 
Base and Meridian; said point of beginning also being due North 616.994 
feet and due West 24.15 feet from a Monument in 4800 South Street «jt 
(Monument is North 75 Degrees 51 Minutes East 151.54 feet from the * "fy 
centerline interseciton of Riverside Drive and 4800 South Street);
 x 9 
thencetalong said Easterly line of Riverside Drive South 13 Degrees .MI 
14 Minutes West 176.288 feet; thence South 86 Degrees 37 Minutes lS 
East 229.230 feet to a point opposite the Southwest corner of a metal " 
building and 1.0 feet West of a chain link fence; thence parallel 
(SEE CONTINUATION ON ATTACHED SHEETW^ 
WITNESS, the hand of said grantor . this /4^«^ 
June 
Sirned in the Presence of 
. A. D. 19 , 
" > 
v* 
& 4 day of 
\ \o 
^rv^3da c* 2eterson as an individual Sv*nd as a General Partner 
~ 3 — 
William D. Eeterson as aii individual 
and as a General Partner i( 
STATE OF UTAH. 
Weber J County of 
A? K • On the ^ day of June , A. D. 19 86 ^personally appeared before me LINDA C. PETERSON anfl WILLIAM D. PETERSON1 
--pS; ij a k a LINDA CALLISTER"PETERSOH 
^jfthe signer B of the within instrument, who duly acljtu/wlcd^d i^tr-me that t he Y executed the 
>£sama. ] ' 
•v 
# • 





CONTINUATION OF LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF DEED FR014 LINDA C. PETERSON and 
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. with said fence North 0 Degrees 02 Minutes 19 Second East 173.986 
feet to"the Southerly line of said pp^ -nrenn ^nnorfv. •->>o"',|» M~-^U 
20.3 
=jE 
Bscoiutd at Bogiieit *f Riveratd« Machine L Fabr i ca t ion Company 
st U FfltPaldf 
.Past. .Btf.i 
Mail tax notic* *i»*lv«ra4d» i t o w M w t A , M ~ . 4727 S . E l v « r « l d » ^ ^ 
4306785 F a b r i c a t i o n Company , , WARRANTY DEED 
Murray* Utah 84107 
LIOTA C. PETERSON and KILLIAM D. PETERSON a* i n d i v i d u a l s and as 
General P a r t n e r s of William D. Pe terson Family P a r t n e r s h i p grantor 
of Murray , Comity of S a l t Lake , 8tata of Utah, htrtbj 
CONVEY andWAERAOT to RIVERSIDE MACHINl 6 FABRICATION COMPANY 
aka Mack I n d u s t r i e s 
i 
of Murrav, Dtah 
Ten Dol l a r s and o ther va luab le cons ide r a t i on 
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State of Utah: 
of land la S a l t Lake 
gTaateii | ' 
for the turn at j 
DOLLARS, 
County, 1 
Beginning at a point that is due North 639.69 feet and due West 1375*.98 
feet from the South quarter corner of Section 1* Township 2 South, 
Range 1 West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian; and running thence 
South 13 Degrees 14 Minutes West 167.47 feet; thence South 86 
Degrees 37 Minutes East 189*15 feet; thence North 0 Degrees 06 Minutes 
13 Seconds East 165.27 feet; thence North 86 Degrees 37 Minutes Nest 
151.06 feet along the existing fence line to the point of Beginning* 
Beginning at a point on the Easterly line of Riverside Drive at the 
Southwest ccrner of Peterson property, said point being due North 
476.668 feet and due Nest 1414.321 feet from rhe South quarter 
corner of Section J, Township 2 fSouth, Range 1 West, Salt Lake 
Base and Meridian; said point of beginning also being due North 616.994 
feet and due Nest 24.15 feet from a Monument in 4800 South Street 
(Monument is North 75 Degrees 51 Minutes East 151.54 feet from the 
centerline interseciton of Riverside Drive and 4800 South Street); 
thence along said Easterly line of Riverside Drive South 13 Degrees 
14 Minutes Nest 176.288 feet; thence South 86 Degrees 37 Minutes 
East 229.230 feet to a point opposite the Southwest corner of a metal 
building and 1*0 feet West of a chain link fence; thence parallel 
.A.D.1*










Linda C. Peterson as an individual ' 
and as a General Partner 
William u. Peterson ss an ludlwtdualt 
nd as a General Partner 
00 
s 
} -STATE OF UTAH, Coast? of Mab*r 
Oath. «£2 feral J w * , A . D . l » 8 f 




STIPULATION AND MUTUAL RELEASE 
WHEREAS. PEMCO (Produce Engineering and Manufacturing 
Company), a Utah Corporation, and William D. Peterson as 
"Plaintiffs" have heretofore engaged in litigation with The 
Argee Corporation, an Iowa corporation as "Defendant'* in Civil 
Action No. 85-C-1000 in the United State District Court for the 
District of Utah. Central Division; 
WHEREAS, said litigation and the underlying controversies 
therein were resolved by a stipulated settlement of. among 
other things, payment of $92,000.00 by Defendant to Plaintiff 
PEMCO and transfer by Defendant to Plaintiff PEMCO certain 
equipment and personal property; 
WHEREAS, prior to the actual payment and transfer as 
described above. Defendant was- put on Notice that (1) Mac 
Industries. Inc.. claimed the interest of PEMCO by Assignment 
for consideration, and (2) the United States of America. 
Internal Revenue Service, claimed a tax liability against PEMCO 
which attached to the proposed settlement payment and transfer 
by the Notices of Levy dated 8-19-85 and 12-22-86. which levy 
was disputed and contested by PEMCO; 
WHEREAS. Defendant deposited the $92,000.00 payment with 
the United States District Court for the District of Utah. 
6? 
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Central Division, maintained possession of the equipment and 
personal property, and filed a Complaint in Interpleader 
seeking judicial determination of the proper payees of the 
$92,000.00 and transferees of the subject equipment and 
personal property; 
AND WHEREAS, the Parties have stipulated and agreed to an 
equitable distribution of said funds and personal properties 
and desire to hereby memorializes their agreement. 
IT IS HEREBY STIPULATED AND AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 
1. The funds on deposit shall be distributed and 
disbursed as follows: 
(a) To United States of America. Internal Revenue 
Service: $63.190.15: 
(b) To Harsden. Orton & Cahoon (for legal fees 
incurred in the representation of PEMCO and William D. 
Peterson in these proceedings): $5,266.58; 
(c) To Callister. Duncan & Nebeker (for legal fees 
incurred in the representation of PEMCO. William D. 
Peterson, and Mac Industries. Inc., in these proceedings): 
$9,828.42. 
(d) To Mac Industries. Inc.: all remaining funds 
deposited with the court. 
68 
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2. As consideration for and concurrent with the 
above-described disbursement to United States of America, 
Internal Revenue Service, the Internal Revenue Service shall 
execute a Release of Levy (Form 668-D) in connection with both 
Notices of Levy described above. The Internal Revenue Service 
hereby releases and absolves the Argee Corporation from any and 
all further liability relating to PEMCO resulting from those 
Notices of levy described above, or any other Notice of Levy or 
claim heretofore received by the Argee Corporation against 
property of PEMCO. 
3. As a further consideration for the above-described 
disbursement to United States of America, Internal Revenue 
Service, the Internal Revenue Service hereby releases and 
absolves PEMCO, its officers and agents, William D. Peterson, 
and Mac Industries, Inc., from any and all liability for taxes, 
interest and penalties relating to or resulting from 
assessments made against Product Engineering and Manufacturing 
Co., Identification No. 87-0308966, for federal withholding 
taxes due for the periods of ending June 30. 1984; September 
30. 1984: December 31, 1984; and September 30, 1985. 
4. Disbursement of the $63,190.15 to the Internal 
Service, and the stipulation of the undersigned parties for the 




accuracy or validity of the tax, interest and penalties 
assessed, but is a compromise settlement negotiated by the 
parties in good faith in an effort to reach an equitable 
conclusion to the controversy. 
5. Each party shall execute the Stipulation and Motion 
for Disbursement of Funds and Dismissal of Complaint in 
Interpleader, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit 
"Au, authorizing the disbursements as above described and 
thereafter, dismissal of the Complaint in Interpleader. 
DATED this 27 day of Jloreh. 1987. 
By: 
By: 
GALLISTER. DUNCAN & NEBEKER 
'^K&jJ? 
T. Richard Davis 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs PEMCO 
(Product Engineering and 
Manufacturing Company) and William 
D. Peterson 
SUITTER AXLAND ARMSTRONG & HANSON 
'rances J S-Carne 
a O ? ^ 
Fran / -Ca y 
Attorneys for Defendant and 







. t o r n e y s r s c — f n t e r p l e a d e r 
de fendant . Mac I n d u s t r i e s , Inc 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
xgkJk- Ck£, 
Attorney for Internal Revenue 





MAC Industries, Inc. assigns without recourse all its 
right, title and interest in and under the Orders and Judgments 
against Best American Cellulose, Inc. and William D. Peterson 
(but not Russell D. Callister) dated July 30 and August 18, 1986 
to William D. Peterson. 
This Assignment is conducted on "as is, where is" basis 
without any representations or warranties, written or oral, 
express or implied, of any kind (including, but not limited to, 
those representations and warranties pertaining to legality, 
amount of outstanding balance, enforceability, or collect-
ability) . 
DATED this 28th day of March, 19-8,9, 
JOHN P. SAMPSON / 
Attorney for^YIAC Industries, Inc. 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I hereby certify that on this 28th day of March, 1989, I 
mailed a true and correct copy of the foregoing Assignment and 
Notice of Assignment of Judgments Against Best American 
Cellulose, Inc. and William D. Peterson, postage prepaid, to 
William D. Peterson 
1444 Murphy's Lane 
Salt Lake City, UT 84106 
73 2 
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16. THE PARTIES WAIVE THEIR RESPECTIVE RIGHTS TO DEMAND A 
JURY TRIAL IN THE EVENT OF ANY LITIGATION PERTAINING TO THIS 
AGREEMENT OR THE ENFORCEMENT OF ANY OBLIGATION, RIGHT OR REMEDY 
DESCRIBED HEREIN. 
LEAF WAREHOUSE ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
BY: K. •'--/- n. *y(u(: 
STATE OF COLORADO 
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USTRIES, INC. 
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Subscribed and sworn to before me by Paul B. Shockley, 
GeneroJ Partner of Leaf Warehouse Associates, Ltd. on the iw 
day of <2?1^2AJ 1988. 
WITNESS MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAL. 
My Commission expires: 
Notary 
STATE OF /uUl, ) 
) ss 
COUNTY OF ( w'^W^ ) 
Pi^lic^ 
4-L_ :? s Subscribed and sworn to before me by MiT ^>^ J - - J 2 "> y^ f i *~£ w 
033zrv?uy :b%^ ct£-MAC Industries, Int. on the 7 day of 
yyn vc4^  1988. 
WITNESS MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAL. 
My Commission expires: — 





the event of any litigation pertaining to this Agreement or the 
enforcement of any obligation, right or remedy described herein. 
13. The prevailing party will be entitled to recover its 
attorneys1 fees, expenses and costs (incurred before trial, at 
trial and on appeal) in the event of any litigation pertaining to 
this Agreement or the enforcement of any obligation, right or 
remedy described herein. 
14. Wherever the context requires, the singular form of any 
word will include the plural, the neuter form of any word will 
include the masculine or feminine forms and vice versa. 
15• This Agreement represents the complete and integrated 
understanding between the parties pertaining to the subject \j 
matter hereof. All prior and contemporaneous agreements, written Vy^ -
or oral, express or implied, are of no further force and effect \i 
to the extent inconsistent herewith. 
16. THE PARTIES WAIVE THEIR RESPECTIVE RIGHTS TO DEMAND A 
JURY TRIAL IN THE EVENT OF ANY LITIGATION PERTAINING TO THIS 








MAC INDUSTRIES, INC. 
BY: I U J ^ . / 
$ 
TITLE: P(t^^t^>jy- ^ 
STATE OF COLORADO ) 
) ss: 
CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER ) 
Subscribed and sworn to before me by Paul B. Shockley, . 
General' Partner of Leaf Warehouse Associates, Ltd., on the £rn 
day/ of.' j2^tLL 1988. 
,. ,











The 9,000 square foot engineering office 
and machine shop was built in the early 
1070s by Wm Peterson, Mr. Peterson 
:hased the bare around from Mr. Hal 
on purchased 





PARTIAL LIST OF CLIENTS 
Contractors. 
Ford Bacon & Davis 
Jeffrey Dresser 
Lamb Engineering & Constr 
Arthur G McKee 
John B Pyke 
Stevens Adamson 
Construction Co's: 
Gibbons & Reed 
Goble Sampson 
John C Grimberg 
S J Groves 
Peter Kiewit 
McNally Mtn States Steel 







Colorado State University 
Saskatchewan Power & 
Light 
University of Jordan 
University of Montana 
University of Utah 
United States Dept of 
Energy 


















Kennecott Copper Corp 
Morton Salt 
N L Industries 
Rio Algom 
Savage Bi others 
J R S mplot 
Stauffer Chemicals 
Southern Utah Fuel 
(Coastal States Energy) 
Utah AM 
Utah Power & Light 
Valley Camp Coal 
Western States Minerals 
(Dog Valley) 
President—William D Peterson is a registered pro-
fessional engineer He received his B S from the 
University of Utah in 1959 his M S in 1967 and his 
P E in 1964 His engineering design experience 
began with Sperry Univac from 1959 to 1966 where 
he was Senior Project Engineer cognizant for the 
design of tooling and ground support equipment for 
the Sargent Missile Program He later worked for 
several other companies in similar design assign-
ments In 1970 he established his own Engineering 
Consulting Firm Wm D Peterson and Associates 
The firm is known internationally for its develop-
ments and products associated with energy re-
search Currently through PEMCO Wm D Peterson 
and Associates designs and manufactures coal 
liquifaction components and systems for research 
all over the world 
Aerial view of PEMCO fabrication and machine shops. 
pomco PRODUCT ENGINEERING AND MANUFACTURING CO 4727 SOUTH RIVERSIDE DRIVE MURRAY UTAH 84107 PHONE 801-268-2577 
77 
Litho in U S A 
Versatility, Flexibility, and Engineering 'know-how' all add up to an 
unbeatable combination, whatever your job requirements may be. 
Our staff of engineers and professional people stand ready to supply a complete package of 
sales design manufacturing installation supervision and in-field service We look forward 
to bemg o\ serv\ce to you 
2 0 , 8 0 0 Sq. Ft. Fabrication Shop Engineering Department 
90O0 Sq. Ft. Administration Building And Machine Shop 
f PfflCO PRODUCT £NG\NEER\NG frMO MANUFACTURING CO 4727 SOUTH RIVERSIDE DRIVE MURRAY UTAH 84107 PHONE 801 268 2577 Litho in US A 
omco 
^ 
PRODUCT ENGINEERING AND MANUFACTURING CO 
ENGINEERS AND MANUFACTURERS OF BULK MATERIALS HANDLING EQUIPMENT 
Complete fabrication and machining facilities, backed up 
with professional engineering design and supervision. 
PEMCO shop personnel are highly skilled individuals,with many years' experience in their respective fields... 
Four 5-Ton Bridge Cranes Automatic Sawing 
NC Milling Machine # 3 Vertical Mill 
Overland And Underground Wire Rope Supported Systems 
The underground mine conveyor is a vital link between the working face and above ground storage or preparation facilities While 
channel frames placed end to end have been used successfully as mine conveyor supports the wire rope suspended system has 
gained wide acceptance Wire rope conveyors are favored for both mine and overland systems for the same reasons versatility 
cost reductions in site preparation elimination of heavy support structures and ease of installation 
.MCO Shuttle Conveyor Northwest Of Salt Lake City, Utah, The Terminus Of A 13 Mile Overland System 
.w J SYSTEMS 
i s escalating cost of fuel has made long haul overland 
yor systems more and more attractive to operators 
n the past might have opted for road or rail haulage 
n past years properly designed overland systems have 
very competitive with truck and rail transport Today 
s thought is being given to overland systems of thirty 
or more in length While this may seem incredible 
ler the following factors Belt conveyors may be oper 
round the clock regardless of weather or the calendar 
ithout time wasting empty return trips or delays for 
g or unloading Long distance overland systems will 
ate terrain and travel routes that are practically or 
rmcally impossible for most other transportation 
ds They can climb or descend grades up to twelve 
as steep as most rail or road beds They can span 
lakes or canyons on relatively light support structures 
an pass through much smaller tunnels than those 
j for vehicle traffic The whole system can be enclosed 
weather operation 
above factors are secondary to the sheer economics 
costs versus cost per kilowatt hour of electric power 
lent maintenance and power costs ton per ton are 
or belt haulage than for any other currently feasible 
i 
Part Of The 7000-Foot-Long Wire Rope Conveyor System 
Designed And Built By PEMCO For A Coal Mine Near 
Price Utah 
Typical overland system, showing PEMCO adjustable leg 
support stands Head Section Drive Rolls 
Partial View Of 900 Horsepower 3 Motor Drive At The 
Price Mine 
standard Modular Stationary Conveyors 
Standardized Truss Frame Stationary Conveyors 
standard zed modular sect onal belt conveyors are 
oed of p re d e s g n e d s t r u c t u r e s a n d p re se e c t e d 
nan cal componen ts Th s standard zat on saves t me 
costs and makes a w de range ot hand ng equ pment 
kly ava lable Standard belt w dths ot tered are 24 30 
42 and 48 Dr ve equ pment s ava lab e up to 50 H P 
dard truss or channe l f rames are des g n e d to AISC 
dards for a 90 mph w nd and for spans up to 50 feet 
aort ng bents chutes and other accessor es are also 
y ava lable 




• All drives are pre-assembled aligned and adjusted at the 
factory to save time and trouble during installation 
• Torque arm shaft mounted gear reducers are used In most 
electrically powered drives Integral sprag type backstops 
are standard 
• Heavy duty ball or roller bearings are used depending 
upon service requirements 
• Crowned drive pulleys with split taper bushings are stan 
dard Rubber lagging is supplied when required 
• Choice of truss or channel frames with heavy duty all 
welded construction 
• Drives supplied with drive covers 
• Available combustion engine drives 
V/A'<r/ 
TAIL SECTIONS 
• Pre assembled and checked at the factory 
• Heavy duty all welded steel truss or channel frames 
• Screw type gravity or hydraulic takeups 
• Heavy duty loading hopper standard or radial with skirt 
ing Closely spaced support idlers impact idlers when 
required 
• Crowned pulley with split taper hubs 
• Nip Guards 
a» c Cray tw Take uo With Attaching Cables 
Specialists In Bulk Materials Handling Systems 
PEMCO has long experience in this type of installation, with design, fabrication and erection capability to do the job from start to finish. 
PEMCO Shuttle Conveyor North of Salt Lake City, Utah, the terminus of a 13 mile overland system 
PEMCO 105' Linear Stacker With Built-in Tripper, Near Grand Junction, Colorado 
From economical standard modular sections to special-purpose custom 
designs, PEMCO can furnish a conveyor to suit your needs-
PEMCO 200' Radial Stacker Near Wellington, Utah feeders For Every Application Auxi l iary Equipment 
Portable Conveyors And Stackers— All Types And Sizes 
rformance, Versatility and Quality are the design standards set for 
MCO Stackers 
CO Portable Stackers are des igned and built to com 
economica l h igh vo lume material hand l ing wi th maxi 
i mobil i ty and adaptabi l i ty These heavy duty units are 
esuit of years ot design ref inement d o w n to the last 
il in c lose coopera t ion with actual users in the f ield No 
t has been spared to obta in the best comb ina t ion of 
ormance qual i ty and compet i t ive pr ice Standard belt 
hs range f rom 24 th rough 42 Conveyor lengths are 
ed in 5 increments f rom 40 th rough 150 Larger sizes 
available upon request 
Stanaara Pivouny Sp ind les Allow T ovs l n g ,r> C W Position 
And Radial Stacking In The Other 
irque-arm shatt mourned gear reducers are «sed ,n "^os* 
metrically powered drives Integral sprag type backstops 
e standard 
Hydraulic Undercarriage Elevation Up To 20° Incline 
Standard Hand Pump Or Optional Power Driven Pump 
Dual Locking Pins 
A wide range of 
features gives you the right combination 
of equipment for your present applica-
tion, and provides the flexibility to meet 
future needs. 
Truss-type stationary conveyors easily 




 T e 'esc«p«ng Axles 
• Power-Driven Belt Cleaners 
• Discnarye Hood 
• Powered Traverse 
• Snub Pulleys 
• External Backstop (Combustion Engine Drives Only) 
• Walkways And Ladders 
• Power Driven Hydraulic Elevation Pump 
• Combustion Engine Drives And Clutches, P T O ' s 
• Extra Skirting 
• Belt Alignment Switch 
• Zero-Speed Switch 
• Emergency Stop Switch j N 
• Weigh Scales • 
• Automatic Belt Take-ups *-J 
• Folding Boom 
• Extra Capacity Hopper or Radial Hopper 
• Fifth-Wheel Hitch 
• Rail Wheels • Telescoping Chute 
CO 
Optional Powered Traverse For Increased Efficiency 
Electric, Hydraulic Or P T O Drives 
Swivel ing Anchor Plates Standard Loading Hopper 
Shown 
NOTE A series of portable stackers can be placed end to end to 
form a temporary overland system 
Optional vibrating separator screen 
Product development from idea to manufacture 
Coal Research (Autoclave Reactors) Equipment Traitors Tilt-bed or Ramp, 3-Ton and 5-Ton 
PARTIAL LIST OF CLIENTS 
Contractors 
Ford Bacon & Davis 
Jeffrey Dresser 
Lamb Engineering & Constr 
Arthur G McKee 
John B Pyke 
Stevens Adamson 
Construction Co s 
Gibbons & Reed 
Goble Sampson 
John C Grimberg 
S J Groves 
Peter Kiewit 
McNally Mtn States Steel 




E Systems Inc 
Coal Research 
Carnegie Mellon Institute 
Colorado State University 
Saskatchewan Power & 
Light 
University of Jordan 
University of Montana 
University of Utah 
United States Dept of 
Energy 


















Kennecott Copper Corp 
Morton Salt 
N L Industries 
Rio Algom 
Savage Brothers 
J R Simplot 
Stauffer Chemicals 
Southern Utah Fuel 
(Coastal States Energy) 
Utah AM 
Utah Power & Light 
Valley Camp Coal 
Western States Minerals 
(Dog Valley) 
President—William D Peterson is a registered \ 
fessional engineer He received his B S from 
University of Utah in 1959 his M S in 1967 and 
P E in 1964 Hs engineering design expenei 
began with Sperry Univac from 1959 to 1966 wh 
he was Senior Project Eng neer cognizant for 
design of tooling and ground support equ pmenl 
the Sargent Miss le Program He later worked 
several other companies in similar design a^s 
nents in ly/'O he established his own Engineer 
Consulting Firm Wm D Peterson and Associate 
The firm is known internationally for its devek 
ments and products associated with energy 
search Currently through PEMCO Wm D Peters 
and Associates designs and manufactures cc 
liquifaction components and systems for resear 
all over the world 









48 swing x 18 —Cabe 
36 swing x 10 —Summit 
24 swing x 8 —Graziano (Two each) 
6 to 16 swing—Monarch etc 
(Five each) 
Vertical 16 x 75 table Pedersen 
Horizontal/Vertical 13 x 61 table— 
Simplon 
Horizontal 12 x 53 table—Cincinnati 
Numerically Controlled Bridgeport 
(Two each) 
Standard Bridgeport (Two each) 
48 Arm x 3 Drill Dia -Ooya 
15 x 1/2 Drill Dia—Rockwell (Six each) 
Centerless—Cincinnati 
Surface—Brown & Sharp 
O D —Landis 
3 x 6 —Mojave 
0 to 24 O D 1 to 12 ID 
Calipers Thread Standards Indicators 
Standard Blocks etc Inspection tool 
standards are traceable to the National 
Bureau of Standards and are certified for 
nuclear inspection Quality control system 












3 8 x 1 0 —Cincinnati • 
400 ton x 14 —Steelweld —*• 
8 to 3 -Chicago (Two) * 
Pattern Burner 
Miscellaneous Burners 
Automatic 12 x 15 —Johnson 
11 x 16 -Wells 
16 —Dewalt 
14 —Powermatic 
9 -Rol l in 
7 x 9 -Jet 
50 Ton Metal Muncher 
80 Ton Hydraulic (Three) 
Portable (Two) 
40 Ton Metal Muncher 
20 Ton Whitney 
TIG Heliarc-MHIer (Two) 
MIG 300 to 600 Amp -Short Arc (Se 
Stick Welders 400 Amp —Miller etc 
(Twelve) 
Stud Welders-Omark 
5 Ton Bridge Cranes (Five each) 
Magnetic Drills Painting Facilities 8 t 
Mobile Crane 12 ton Mobile Crane 
Kenworth tractor trailer 
22.2 
TENSION CONTROL offers greatly 
improved control and sensitivity to line 
tension, at high or low speeds. 
Tension Control is the only hydrostatic slicklme unit on the 
market today offering a true variable displacement drive At 
the heart of the system is a swashplate type hydraulic 
pump which can vary the stroke of the pistons from zero to 
maximum at any pump rpm This eliminates the inefficient 
heat-producing relief valves used on competitive units It 
also eliminates the multispeed gearboxes usually used to 
drive conventional gearpumps There is no need to bring 
the system to a complete stop to change speeds Above 
all the swashplate pump allows a high degree of control 
and sensitivity to line tension at high or low speeds and in 
either direction Operating controls are also simplified with 
a single lever controlling both drum speed and direction of 
rotation while line tension is instantly adjustable with a turn 
of a knob 
SPECIFICATIONS 
• 0 to 700 rpm drum speed, infinitely variable in either direction 
• 691 Ft Lbs of torque at 149 rpm 
• 1922 lbs line pull (with bare drum) 
• 2000 feet per minute max line speed 
• 25,000 feet of 0 092" dia slick line cable 
• 1400 lbs net weight with drum removed 
• 16 gallon fuel tank 
• 10 gallon hydraulic fluid tank 
• 38" wide, 43" long, and ASVi" high 
• 25 HP gasoline or diesel engine (optional) 
• 25 to 75 HP electric motor, 240/480 V A C , 3 Ph 60 Hz (Optional) 
Truck Mounted Unit 
FEATURES: 
• Closed loop Variable Displacement Hydrostatic Drive with 
high and low range provides infinite speed selection from 0 
to 700 rpm in both forward and reverse 
• Ease Of Control A single joystick lever controls both drum 
speed and direction of rotation Maximum pulling pressure is 
quickly adjustable with a handy knob control 
• Detachable Drums can be switched by removing and replac 
ing four hex nuts With drum lemoved unit can be airlifted 
more easily 
• Choice Of Motive Power provides added versatility Efficient 
compact aircooled 25 HP gasoline or diesel engines allow 
self-contained operation in remote areas Key lockable elec 
trie starting is standard on all models 25 HP to /5 HP electric 
motors are available in a cho ce of 240 or 480 volts AC 3 
phase 60 Hz 
• Compact Modular Construction combines all welded external 
tubular steel frame with integral fuel and hydraulic tanks 
Skid mounted design with four tie down points allows easy 
setup in a variety of locations 
• Full Instrumentation includes tachometer fuel gauge volt 
meter and engine hour counter as well as pressure and tem-
perature gauges for both engine oil and hydraulic fluid 
OPTIONS: 
• Truck Bed Mounting available for various light truck chassis 
• Steering Head used in combination with rear mounted con-
trol station option 
• Boom Truck with Operator Control Cabin 
• Rear-mounted Control Station Controls mounted on opposite 
side of unit from what is shown in the illustration 
A Unique Combination Of Sensitive Control, Compactness, Versatility 
pomco PRODUCT ENGINEERING AND MANUFACTURING CO 
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PEMCO's engineering expertise and manufacturing experience go into every System 
5000 plant sold. Our extensive fabrication and machine shop facilities allow us to produce 
custom plant designs to suit individual needs, as well as provide prompt in-field service 
or modifications. 







f>omoo PRODUCT ENGINEERING 
^ AND MANUFACTURING < 
3 
M M H W M 
TWO-MILL SYSTEM A two-mill system is essential for 
cons»stent quality and sustained high-volume produc-
tion Raw material is first reduced to a uniform and 
manageable size in the Pre-shredder This is then fed 
nto a Surge Bin from which it can be metered at a 
constant rate into the Finish Mill, regardless of varia-
10ns or interruptions in raw material feed Due to this 
he Finish Mill produces a much finer and superior 
>roduct In addition, chemical fire retardants can be 
ombined with the cellulose fibers much more thor-
vughly and consistently than with any single mill 
ystem Truly high production can be achieved and 
laintained, since the work is divided between two mills 
• » » 
METERED CHEMICAL INPUT A variable speed metering 
screw feeds precisely the right amount of fire-retardant 
chemical into the pre-shredded material, just before 
it enters the Finish Mill The chemical feed rate is 
directly linked to the material feed rate to assure con-
sistent production Most important, an optical monitor 
guarantees that chemical is being added constantly 
during production Any interruption in chemical flow 
sounds an alarm and shuts down the mills This feature 
is essential in meeting Federal Specification HHI-515-D 
and other state and local codes 
ts^pcniuciuiiiiy Ana Kroauct Quality Control 
CHOICE OF BAGGERS Insulation produced in bulk 
for the high-volume contractor is best packaged in 
economical, cylindrical plastic bags, which, in addition 
to economy, have the added advantage of easy han-
dling and disposal on the job site For such bags, the 
auger-tube bagger is offered as standard equipment on 
the System 5000 plant, and is conservatively rated at 
5000 lbs /hr 
On the other hand, insulation sold in retail outlets has 
to be attractively packaged and displayed to be com-
petitive with other well-known types and brands For 
this market, the rectangular paper or plastic bag is 
superior, lending itself easily to colorful bag designs and 
stable displays A semi-automatic bagger for rectangular 
bags is available as an option at extra cost Production 
rates are 4000 lbs /hr for the single-tube arrange-
ment and 8000 lbs /h r for tandem tubes 
DUST COLLECTOR In these days of accelerating 
environmental concern and regulation, it makes gooc 
sense to design for the future The bag-house dust 
collector actually exceeds air quality standards now i 
effect, having an efficiency of 99 9% Bags are self-
cleaning, using an automatic internal air-pulse systerr 
With no mechanical moving parts, this collector is the 
ultimate tn dependable troubte-free performance 
STATE-OF-THE-ART CONTROL SYSTEM No effort 
was spared to produce the best possible control and 
monitoring system Interlocks, automatic sequencing, 
sensors, etc allow one man to control and monitor a 
great many complex functions, while protecting against 
human error 
Typical 120' x 400' Plant Layout (36.6m x 122m) 
Capacity: 20 Net Tons Per Hour (18.14 Metric Tons Per Hour) 
Ne have developed an exclusive process for production of the organic-based fertilizer described in this brochure. 
We offer complete "turn-key" plants for the manufacture of this fertilizer in prilled, bagged form. These plants 
are designed in such a way that various formulations tailored to specific needs can be produced in volume. 
The latest computer technology is employed to control and monitor the formulation process, as well as all 
other plant functions. 
A scientific approach, from soil testing right through to the finished product, is followed to assure the optimum 
product for individual needs. 
For more information, about the fertilizer itself or the plants to manufacture it, call or write as indicated below: 
89 
FPM Fertilizer Production Machinery Corporation 
1-707 C O U T H RIVFRSIDE DRIVE, MURRAY, UTAH 84107 PHONE 801-268-2577 
HIGH TEMPERATURE 
HIGH PRESSURE 
SYSTEMS FOR COAL 
UQUIDIFICATION 
Wn> D. Peterson & Associates 
PRODUCT DESIGN ENGINEERS 
Wm. D. Peterson & Associates designs and 
manufactures equipment for high temperature 
and high pressure applications. Operating pres-
sures pf 5000 psi and operating temperatures 
of 1500° F are common. Our product is usu-
ally designed and engineered specifically for 
requirements of the individual customer. Our 
organization welcomes inquiries for "specials" 
including those for pilot plant and research 
applications. Samples of products we have 
developed and produced are illustrated on 
the following pages. Wm. D. Peterson & Asso-
ciates has ample both design engineering and 
manufacturing capabilities at its address of: 
4727 Riverside Drive 
Murray, Utah 84107 
Phone *801) 268-2577 
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POINTS OF LAW 
2 3.0 Corporate Meetings and Records 
23.1 A meeting cannot be legally called by a subordinate officer or agent 
of a corporation, as by the president or secretary, not entrusted 
with the general management of the corporation. Jackson v. 
Dillehay, 209 Ark, 192 SW2s 354. 
>3.2 Minutes of a corporate meeting are not written instruments. Their 
function is merely to serve as a written record as to what took 
place at the meeting. Colorado Management Corp v. American 
Founders Life Ins. Co. of Denver 145 Co 413, 359 P2d 665. 
3.3 It is the general rule that corporate books and records are not 
admissible in evidence without satisfactory preliminary proof as 
to their identity and authenticity or genuineness. Baush Mach. 
Tool Co. v. Aluminum Co. of America 79 F2d 217. 
"FLETCHERS CYCLOPEDIA" 
4.0 Duress 
4.1 Any unlawful threat or coercion used by a person to induce another 
to act (or refrain from acting) in a manner he or she otherwise 
would not (or would). Subjecting person to improper pressure 
which overcomes his will and coerces him to comply with demand to 
which he would not yield if acting as free agent. Head v. 
Gadsden Civil Service Bd., Ala.Civ.App., 389 So.2d 516,519. 
.2 Application of such pressure or constraint as compels man to go 
against his will and takes away his free agency, destroying power 
of refusing to comply with unjust demands of another. Haumont v. 
Security State Bank, 220 Neb. 809 374 N.W.2d 2,6. 
.3 A condition where one is induced by wrongful act or threat of 
another to make a contract or perform a tortious act under 
circumstances which deprive him of exercise of his free will. 
Hyde v. Lewis, 25 111.App.3d 495, 323 N.E2d 533,537. Includes 
any conduct which overpowers will and coerces or constrains 
performance of an act which otherwise would not have been 
performed. Williams v. Rentz Banking Co., 112 Ga.App.384 145 
S.E.2d 256, 258. 
4 Duress may be a defense to a criminal act, breach of contract, or 
tort because an act to be criminal or one which constitutes a 
breach of contract or a tort must be voluntary to create 
liability or responsibility. 
5 A contract entered into under duress by physical compulsion is void. 
Also, if a party's manifestation of assent to a contract is 
induced by an improper threat by the other party that leaves the 
victim no reasonable alternative, the contract is voidable by the 
victim. Restatement, Second, Contracts ##174, 175. 
5 As a defense to a civil action, it must be pleaded affirmatively. 
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1.7 As an affirmative defense in criminal law, one who, under pressure 
of an unlawful threat from another human being to harm him (or to 
ham a their person), commits what would otherwise be a crime may 
, under some circumstances, be justifies in doing what he did and 
thus not be guilty of the crime in question. See Model Penal 
Code # 2.09. See also Coercion; Economic duress, Extortion; 
Undue influence. "WILLISTON ON CONTRACTS VOL 13" 
5.0 Economic Duress or So-Called "Business Compulsion" 
5.1 The ever increasing extent of economic interdependence has resulted 
in certain types of interference causing grave injury to 
individual parties and to their business and property interests. 
This change has been felt in the law of duress and has lead to an 
overall liberalization of its rules (1) and the expanded doctrine 
of economic duress of "business compulsion," as it is often 
described. (2) 
!5.2 A threatened injury to business or to means of earning a livelihood 
which goes beyond the means legally allowed for the enforcement 
of a party's claim may constitute such duress as to give a right 
of rescission (3). 
25.3 While there is disagreement among the courts as to what degree of 
coercion is necessary to a finding of economic duress (4), there 
is general agreement as to its basic elements" 
1) The party alleging economic duress must show that he 
has been the victim of a wrongful or unlawful act or threat (5), 
2) Such act or threat must be one which deprives the 
victim of his unfettered will (6). 
3) As a direct result of these elements, the party 
threatened must be compelled to make a disproportionate exchange 
of values (7) or to give up something for nothing (8). If the 
payment of exchange is made with the hope of obtaining a gain, 
there is not duress (9); it must be made solely for the purpose 
of protecting the victim's business or property interests (10). 
Finally, the party threatened must have no adequate legal remedy 
(11). 
25.4 A threatened violation of a contractual duty ordinarily is not in 
itself coercive (12), but if failure to receive the promise 
performance will result in irreparable injury to business, the 
threat may involve duress (13). Such an act or threat my be 
wrong under the circumstances which would lead to the irreparable 
harm. 
25.5 Conversely, a release obtained by a plaintiff through threats not to 
complete a roofing contract with defendant was not obtained under 
duress because defendant could have hired another contractor and 
then sued plaintiff for damages. There was not threat of 
irreparable injury to defendant's business (15). 
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In contrast, certain actions or threats are not at all wrongful in 
themselves, but are considered coercive when done for an improper 
purpose (16). In fact, activities may even be lawful, such as 
carrying out a contract term or instigating civil litigation. 
(4) Note, 41 Tex LR 317; Note, 15NC LR 413; Note, 28 S Cal 
LR 317. 
(5) Fruhauf Southwest Garment Co. v. United States, 111 F 
Supp 945, 126 Ct CI 51; Thompson Crane & Trucking Co. v. 
Eyraan, 123 Cal App 2d 904, 267 P2d 1043; Fowler V. 
Mumford, 48 Del 282, 102 A2d 535; Inland Empire Refineries, 
Inc. v. Jones, 69 Idaho 335, 2065 P2d 519;... 
(6) Fruhauf Southwest Garment Co., v. United States, 111 F 
Supp 945, 126 Ct Cl 51; Pacific Mutual Life Ins. Co v. 
McCaskill, 126 Fla 82, 170 S 579; ... 
(7) Fowler V. Mumford, 48 Del 282, 102 A2d 535; Nixon v. 
Litman, 32 Misc 2d 461, 224 NYS2d 448; ... 
(8) For instance, blackmail or extortion. 
(9) Spekcert v. Bunker Hill Arizona Mining Co. 6 Wash 2d 
39, 106 P2d 602,131 ALR 125. Note 40 Cal LR 425. 
(10) Fruhauf Southwest Garment Co., v. United States, 111 F 
Supp 945, 126 Ct Cl 51; Pacific Mutual Life Ins. Co v. 
McCaskill, 126 Fla 82, 170 S 579; ... 
(11) Pure Oil Co. v Tucker, 164 F 2d 945 (CA 8); Western 
Gulf Oil Co. v. Title Insurance & Trust Co. 92 Cal App 2d 
257, 206 P2d 643; Pacific Mutual Life Ins. Co. v 
McCaskill, 126 Fla 82, 170 S 579; ... 
(12) Manno v Mutual Benefit Health & Accident Assn. 18 
Misc 2d 80, 187 NYS2d 709; 30 East End, Inc. v World Steel 
Products Corp. (Sup) 110 NYS2d 754; Tri-State Roofing Co. 
v Simon, 1876 Pa Super 17, 142 A2d 333. 
(13) Tri-State Roofing Co. v Simon, 187 Pa Super 17, 142 
A2d 333; Cf Gallager Switchboard Corp. v Heckler Electric 
Co. 36 Misc 2d 225, 232 NYS2d 590. 
(14) King Construction Co., v W.M. Smith Electric Co. (Tex 
Civ App) 350 SW2d 940. 
(15) Tri-State Roofing Co. v Simon, 187 Pa Super 17, 142 
A2d 333. 
(16) Fowler v Mumford, 48 Del 282, 102 A2d 535; Wolf v 
Marlton Corp. 57 NJ Super 278, 154 A2d 625; Gallagher 
Switchboard Corp. v Heckler Electric Co. 36 Misc 3d 225, 
232 NYS2d 540, stated infra p 721. 
Duress - Forcibly Guiding 
If a man by force compels another to go through certain indications 
of assent, as by taking his hand and forcibly guiding it, there 
is no real expression of mutual assent for the act is that of him 
whose hand was guided. 
Fairbanks v. Snow. 145 Mass 153, 13 NE 596; McCoy v James 
T. McMahon Const. Co. (Mo) 216 SW 770; Taylor v. Russell, 
258 AD 305, 16 NYS2d 388 citing text; Sheppard v. Frank, 
307 Pa 372 161 A 304. Rest. Contracts # 494 (b) Illus 2. 
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.0 Duress - Not Knowing 
7,1 Likewise, if one is coerced into giving apparent assent to a 
transaction the nature of which he does not know or have reason 
to know, the transaction is void. 
Atwood v. Atwood, 84 Conn 169f 79 A 59; Blinder v. 
Monaghan, 171 Md 77, 188 A 31; Bushnell v. Loomis, 234 Mo 
371, 137 SW 257, 36 LRA NS 1029; Cf Atkinson Paving Co. v. 
Edwards, 192 Ark 961, 96 SW2d 954; Rosenberg v. Doe, 148 
Mass 560, 20 NE 176; Rest Contracts # 494 (a) and Illus 1. 
Supra # 1488. 
8.0 Duress - as when Fraud is Exercised 
8.1 But, in the ordinary case where duress is exercised, as generally 
when fraud is exercised, there is an actual expression of assent 
to the very transaction in question, though in view of the way in 
which the assent was obtained it is inequitable to permit the 
enforcement of the bargain. 
Royal v. Goss, 154 Ala 117, 121, 45 S 231; Fairbanks v. 
Snow, 145 Mass 153, 13 Ne 596; Randolph v. Lewis, 196 NC 
51, 144 SE 545, 62 ALR 1474, quoting text; Cal Civ Code 
#1566; "Consent which is not free is, nevertheless, not 
absolutely void, but may be rescinded." 
29.0 Duress - To Threaten to Injure Third Person 
29.1 Common law regard as duress the mental pressure exerted by threats 
to injure another, where duress was exercised agaiinst the husband 
or wife or child of the person whose action was coerced. The 
case law affords numerous examples of this type of coercion or 
mental duress as it is sometimes described. 
29.2 "It is also the prevailing modern view that threats which result in 
duress need not be conveyed directly to the one threatened. It 
is sufficient if the threats were made to a third person, with 
the intent that the threats be conveyed to the person to be 
affected, or with knowledge that they would be so conveyed, and 
with the intent of the one making the threat to thereby procure 
an agreement or some other advantage from the person who was the 
object of the threats; that the threats were so conveyed; that 
they did have the intended effect; and that the one making the 
threats thereby procured the agreement or other advantages 
desired." 
Tallmadge v Robinson, 158 Oh St 333, 49 Oh Ops 206, 109 
NE2d 496; Foley v Greene, 14 RI 618; Meylink v Minnehaha 
Co-op, Oil Co. 66 SD 351, 283 NO 161; Gorringe v Reed, 23 
Utah 120, 63 P 902; City National Bank v Kusworm, 88 Wis 
188, 59 NW 564. 
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